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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

 
STATE OF NEW YORK, et al.,  
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
 v. 
 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, et al., 

 Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
19 Civ. 4676 (PAE) (lead) 
 
19 Civ. 5433 (PAE) (consolidated) 
19 Civ. 5435 (PAE) (consolidated) 
 
 
 
 

 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS-INTERVENORS’ LOCAL CIVIL RULE 
56.1 STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION FOR 

SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 56.1(b) and the Court’s Individual Practices, Plaintiffs the 

State of New York, et al. (“Plaintiffs”) submit the following responses to the Defendants-

Intervenors’ statement of material facts to which there is no genuine issue to be tried.  Dkt. 154.  

(With leave of Court, Dkt. 178, Plaintiffs are not filing a separate Local Civil Rule 56.1 

statement of material facts supporting Plaintiffs’ cross-motion for summary judgment, and 

instead direct the Court’s attention to the relevant facts identified in their memorandum of law 

and accompanying exhibits.) 

 

1. CMDA was founded in 1931 and educates and equips its members to glorify God 

by serving with professional excellence as witnesses of Christ’s love and compassion to all people.  

CMDA affirms that it is the duty of Christian healthcare professionals to treat every patient with 

compassion, “regardless of sexual orientation, gender identification, or family makeup,” even if 

this puts the provider’s safety at risk.  Stevens Decl. ¶¶ 6, 11-12. 
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Plaintiffs’ response:  Disputed, as Plaintiffs have not had an 
opportunity for discovery to develop evidence to rebut these 
assertions. 
 
 

2. The United States has a long history of providing legal accommodations to religious 

objectors.  Michael W. McConnell, The Origins and Historical Understanding of Free Exercise 

of Religion, 103 Harv. L. Rev. 1409, 1467-71 (1990); Douglas Laycock, Regulatory Exemptions 

of Religious Behavior and the Original Understanding of the Establishment Clause, 81 Notre 

Dame L. Rev. 1793, 1803-08 (2006).  Some of these accommodations specifically address issues 

within the medical profession.  See Mark L. Rienzi, The Constitutional Right Not to Kill, 62 Emory 

L.J. 121, 137-153 (2012) (discussing state statutes giving physicians accommodations from having 

to perform executions, assist suicide, or conduct abortions). 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Disputed, including as to the substance of the 
citations, which are not contained within the administrative record in 
this action.  Objection for failure to comply with Local Civ. R. 56.1(d), 
which requires that “each statement . . . must be followed by citation 
to evidence would be admissible, set forth as required by Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 56(c).”  The cited law review articles are hearsay and would not be 
admissible for the truth of the matter asserted. 
 
 

3. Congress has passed numerous pieces of legislation to protect conscience rights for 

healthcare providers. 

a. The Church Amendments prohibit government entities that receive certain 

federal funds from discriminating against “those who hold religious beliefs 

or moral convictions regarding certain health care procedures,” including 

abortion and sterilization.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,171; see 42 U.S.C. § 300a-

7(c)(1). 
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b. The Coats-Snowe Amendment “applies nondiscrimination requirements to 

the Federal government, and to State and local governments receiving 

Federal financial assistance,” and prohibits those government entities from 

“discriminat[ing] against any health care entity” that refuses to facilitate 

abortions or train its employees to perform abortions.  84 Fed. Reg. at 

23,171; see 42 U.S.C. §§ 238n(a), (c)(2).   

c. The Weldon Amendment strips federal funds from any federal agency, 

State, or local government that “subjects any institutional or individual 

health care entity to discrimination on the basis that the health care entity 

does not provide, pay for, provide coverage of, or refer for abortions.”  84 

Fed. Reg. at 23,172; see Pub. L. No. 115-245 § 507(d)(1), 132 Stat. 2981, 

3118 (2018). 

d. The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (“ACA”) prohibits the 

federal government and any entity receiving federal funds under the ACA 

“from discriminating against an individual or institutional health care entity 

because of [its] objection to providing any health care items or service for 

the purpose of causing or assisting in causing death, such as by assisted 

suicide, euthanasia, or mercy killing.”  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,172.  The ACA 

also prohibits health plans offered through a healthcare exchange from 

“discriminat[ing] against any individual health care provider or health care 

facility because of the facility or provider’s unwillingness to provide, pay 

for, provide coverage of, or refer for abortions.”  Id.; 42 U.S.C. 

§§ 18113, 18023(a)(1), (b)(1)(A), (b)(4).  
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e. Other appropriations bills and statutes similarly prohibit federally funded 

entities from violating the conscience rights of healthcare professionals who 

have religious objections to abortion, sterilization, or euthanasia.  84 Fed. 

Reg. at 23,172-74. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that Congress enacted these statutes 
and that the administrative record contains information concerning 
these topics at the pages cited; disputed as to the characterization and 
legal significance of those citations. 
 

 
4. In 2008, HHS issued a regulation clarifying “the substantive requirements and 

applications of the Church, Coats-Snowe, and Weldon Amendments.”  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,174; see 

Ensuring That Department of Health and Human Services Funds Do Not Support Coercive or 

Discriminatory Policies or Practices in Violation of Federal Law, 73 Fed. Reg. 78,072 (Dec. 19, 

2008), codified at 45 C.F.R. § 88 (2008) (the “2008 Rule”). 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the page cited; disputed 
as to the legal significance of that citation and as to the 
characterization of the 2008 Final Rule. 
 
 

5. The 2008 Rule provided that those Amendments “and the implementing regulations 

‘[we]re to be interpreted and implemented broadly to effectuate their protective purposes.’”  84 

Fed. Reg. at 23,174 (quoting the 2008 Rule).  It “required covered federally funded entities to 

provide written certification of compliance with the laws encompassed by the 2008 Rule.”  Id.  

And it “designated HHS [Office of Civil Rights (“OCR”)] to receive complaints based on the three 

specified Federal conscience and anti-discrimination laws, and directed OCR to coordinate 

handling those complaints with the Departmental components from which the covered entity 

receive[d] funding.”  Id.  The certification requirement, in combination with the complaint 
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mechanism, provided HHS with a means of ensuring compliance with federal conscience 

protections. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the legal significance of those citations.  Disputed as to 
the last sentence regarding the certification requirement because HHS 
subsequently determined after notice and comment that “the 
certification requirements in the 2008 Final Rule are unnecessary to 
ensure compliance with the federal health care provider conscience 
protection statutes.”  2011 Final Rule, 76 Fed. Reg. 9968, 9974 (Feb. 
23, 2011).  Objection to the last sentence for failure to comply with 
Local Civ. R. 56.1(d), which requires that “each statement . . . must be 
followed by citation to evidence would be admissible, set forth as 
required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c).”   
 
 

6. In March 2009, HHS proposed to rescind the rule.  HHS issued a new rule in 2011 

that removed all of the substantive provisions of the 2008 Rule.  See Regulation for the 

Enforcement of Federal Health Care Provider Conscience Protection Laws, 76 Fed. Reg. 9,968 

(Feb. 23, 2011), codified at 45 C.F.R. § 88.2 (2011) (“2011 Rule”).  Although the 2011 Rule 

continued to designate OCR “to receive complaints based on the Federal health care provider 

conscience protection statutes,” it eliminated the certification requirement, the primary 

enforcement mechanism put in place by the 2008 Rule.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,174. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the legal significance of those citations and as to the 
characterization of the 2008 and 2011 Final Rules.  
 
 

7. Following the 2011 Rule, numerous states and municipalities enacted laws 

infringing on the conscience rights protected by the Church, Coats-Snowe, and Weldon 

Amendments.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,176-77.  This resulted in “an increase in lawsuits against State 

and local laws that plaintiffs allege[d] violate[d] conscience or unlawfully discriminate[d].”  Id. at 
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23,176.  Complaints filed with OCR alleging violations of federal law also significantly increased 

after the 2011 Rule. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the first and second sentences 
reflect an assertion contained at the cited pages of the administrative 
record; disputed as to the veracity, characterization, and legal 
significance of those citations, laws, and lawsuits.  Disputed as to the 
last sentence regarding an increase in complaints.  Objection to the 
last sentence for failure to comply with Local Civ. R. 56.1(d), which 
requires that “each statement . . . must be followed by citation to 
evidence would be admissible, set forth as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 
56(c).” 
 
 

8. In 2018, HHS proposed a new rule “to enhance the awareness and enforcement of 

Federal health care conscience and associated anti-discrimination laws, to further conscience and 

religious freedom, and to protect the rights of individuals and entities to abstain from certain 

activities related to health care services without discrimination or retaliation.”  83 Fed. Reg. 3,880, 

3,881 (Jan. 26, 2018). 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations. 
 
 

9. In doing so, HHS considered and addressed many comments and concerns.  Some 

examples follow. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Disputed. 
 
 

10. In promulgating the Conscience Rule, HHS considered and addressed concerns that 

the Rule would decrease access to health care for certain patient groups, and in certain parts of the 

country, such as rural areas.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,253-54.   

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
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disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on this topic.  
 
 

11. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding accommodations for religious 

objectors.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,191-92. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

12. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding the Rule’s relationship to other 

Federal, State, and local laws.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,223-26. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

13. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding the Rule’s interaction with 

Title VII, the Emergency Medical Treatment and Labor Act, the Patient Protection and Affordable 

Care Act, and Title X.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,182-83, 23,190-92, 23,200-01, 23,208-09, 23,218, 

23,223-24. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

14. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Rule was unnecessary because 

existing law adequately protected conscience rights.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,183. 
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Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

15. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding principles of informed 

consent.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,189, 23,200. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

16. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Affordable Care Act does not 

allow healthcare professionals to “omit information about ‘all choices’ available at end-of-life 

because a patient has a right to be informed.”  84 Fed. Reg. at 23, 208. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

17. HHS considered and addressed comments that “advanced directives should be 

followed regardless of a physician’s personal objections.”  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,210. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
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18. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding the definitions of “health care 

entity,” “assist in the performance,” and “discriminate” or “discrimination.”  84 Fed. Reg. at 

23,186-204. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

19. HHS considered and addressed comments that the definition of “health care entity” 

was too narrow and should be expanded.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,194, 23,196. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

20. HHS considered and addressed comments that the definition of “health care entity” 

exceeded statutory authority.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,194. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

21. HHS considered and addressed comments that the definition of “referral or refer 

for” “appropriately allows healthcare professionals to abide by their own professional and ethical 

judgments,”  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,199, and it considered and addressed comments to the contrary, 

84 Fed. Reg. at 23,200.  See also 84 Fed. Reg. at 23,201-02. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
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citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

22. HHS considered and addressed comments that the definition of “discriminate or 

discrimination” would result in double-staffing certain positions.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,191. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

23. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding “counseling” and “referring.”  

84 Fed. Reg. at 23,188. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited page; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of that 
citation, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

24. HHS considered and addressed comments that the definition of “referral or refer 

for” could result in a provider refusing to refer a patient to an OB/GYN for any reason.  84 Fed. 

Reg. at 23,202. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

25. HHS considered and addressed comments stating employers should be permitted 

to ask employees and prospective employees about their religious beliefs both before and after 

they are hired.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,191-92. 
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Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

26. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding the phrase “articulable 

connection” and the need for a reasonableness standard.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,187. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

27. HHS considered and addressed comments on whether it had authority to issue 

regulations implementing the federal conscience statutes.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,183-85. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

28. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Church Amendments should be 

limited to providing protections only for abortions and sterilizations.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,204-05. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

29. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Coats-Snowe Amendment 

cannot justify rulemaking authority.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,205-06. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
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as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

30. HHS considered and addressed comments both supportive and against including 

the Weldon Amendment in the proposed rule.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23, 207-08. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

31. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding threatened funding streams, 

including for sub-recipients’ violations.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,220, 23,223-24. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning these topics at the cited pages; 
disputed as to the characterization and legal significance of those 
citations, and as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or 
address undertaken by HHS on these topics. 
 
 

32. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding conditioning receipt of federal 

funds on receiving assurance and certification.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,215. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic.   
 
 

33. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding notice requirements.  84 Fed. 

Reg. at 23,217-18. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
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as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

34. HHS considered and addressed comments that “any assurance of compliance be 

acquired through form HHS-690.”  84. Fed. Reg. at 23,214. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

35. HHS considered and addressed comments regarding ectopic pregnancies.  84 Fed. 

Reg. at 23,188. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

36. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Rule violated the Equal 

Protection Clause.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,225-26. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations, and 
as to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

37. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Rule violated the Eighth 

Amendment.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,225. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
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38. HHS considered and addressed comments that the Rule violated the Establishment 

Clause.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,225. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited page; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of that citation, and as 
to the factual scope and detail of any consideration or address 
undertaken by HHS on this topic. 
 
 

39. HHS conducted a robust regulatory impact analysis.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,226-45. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations.  
Disputed as to the “robustness” of the regulatory impact analysis. 
 
 

40. HHS analyzed several estimated benefits of the rule.  84 Fed. Reg. at 23,246-55. 

Plaintiffs’ response:  Undisputed that the administrative record 
contains information concerning this topic at the cited pages; disputed 
as to the characterization and legal significance of those citations. 
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DATED:  September 5, 2019  Respectfully submitted, 
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Maura Murphy Osborne 
   Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
55 Elm Street 
P.O. Box 120 
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Phone: (860) 808-5020 
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Attorneys for the State of Connecticut  
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Chief Deputy Attorney General  
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By: /s/ David J. Lyons  
David J. Lyons 
Deputy Attorney General  
Delaware Department of Justice  
Phone: (302) 577-8413 
Fax: (302) 577-6630 
david.lyons@state.de.us 
 
Attorneys for the State of Delaware  
 

KARL A. RACINE  
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the District of Columbia  
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Phone: (202) 442-9596  
Fax: (202) 730-1465  
valerie.nannery@dc.gov 
 
Attorneys for the District of Columbia 
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By: /s/ Diane K. Taira 
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Department of the Attorney General 
State of Hawai‘i 
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Honolulu, Hawai‘i 96813 
Phone: (808) 587-3050 
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   Solicitor General 
Toni L. Harris (P63111) 
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KEITH ELLISON 
Attorney General 
State of Minnesota 
 
By: /s/ Scott H. Ikeda 
Scott H. Ikeda 
   Assistant Attorney General 
Atty. Reg. No. 0386771 
445 Minnesota Street, Suite 1100 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2128 
Phone: (651) 757-1385 
Fax: (651) 282-5832 
scott.ikeda@ag.state.mn.us 
 
Attorneys for the State of Minnesota 
 

AARON D. FORD 
Attorney General 
State of Nevada 
 
By: /s/ Heidi Parry Stern 
Heidi Parry Stern (Bar No. 8873) 
   Solicitor General 
Craig A. Newby (Bar No. 8591) 
   Deputy Solicitor General 
Office of the Nevada Attorney General 
555 E. Washington Ave., Ste. 3900 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
HStern@ag.nv.gov 
 
Attorneys for the State of Nevada 
 

GURBIR S. GREWAL 
Attorney General 
State of New Jersey 
 
By: /s/ Glenn Moramarco 
Glenn Moramarco 
   Assistant Attorney General 
Melissa Medoway, Deputy Attorney General 
Marie Soueid, Deputy Attorney General  
Deputy Attorneys General 
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex 
25 Market Street 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
Phone: (609) 376-3232  
Glenn.Moramarco@law.njoag.gov 
Melissa.Medoway@law.njoag.gov 
Marie.Soueid@law.njoag.gov 
 
Attorneys for the State of New Jersey 
 

HECTOR BALDERAS 
Attorney General of New Mexico 
 
By: /s/ Tania Maestas 
Tania Maestas 
Chief Deputy Attorney General 
P.O. Drawer 1508 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1508 
tmaestas@nmag.gov 
 
Attorneys for the State of New Mexico, by and 
through Attorney General Hector Balderas 
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ELLEN F. ROSENBLUM 
Attorney General of the State of Oregon 
 
By: /s/ Brian A. de Haan 
Brian A. de Haan (NY Bar #4565396) 
Elleanor H. Chin (OR#061484) 
Senior Assistant Attorneys General 
Oregon Department of Justice 
1162 Court Street NE 
Salem Oregon 97301 
Phone: (503) 947-4700  
elleanor.chin@doj.state.or.us 
 
Attorneys for the State of Oregon 
 

JOSH SHAPIRO 
Attorney General of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania  
 
By: /s/ Aimee D. Thomson 
Aimee D. Thomson (NY Bar #5404348)  

Deputy Attorney General, Impact Litigation 
Section 

Nikole Brock 
Deputy Attorney General, Health Care 
Section  

Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General 
1600 Arch St., Suite 300 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Phone: (267) 940-6696 
athomson@attorneygeneral.gov 
 
Attorneys for the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania 
 

PETER F. NERONHA 
Attorney General of the State of Rhode Island 
 
By: /s/ Michael W. Field 
Michael W. Field 
Assistant Attorney General 
150 South Main Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 
Phone: (401) 274-4400, ext. 2380 
mfield@riag.ri.gov 
 
Attorneys for the State of Rhode Island 
 

THOMAS J. DONOVAN, JR.  
Attorney General of the State of Vermont  
 
By: /s/ Eleanor Spottswood  
Eleanor Spottswood 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
109 State Street 
Montpelier, VT 05609-1001 
Phone: (802) 828-3178 
eleanor.spottswood@vermont.gov 
 
Attorneys for the State of Vermont 
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MARK R. HERRING 
Attorney General of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia 
 
By: /s/ Toby J. Heytens 
Toby J. Heytens 
   Solicitor General 
Matthew R. McGuire 
   Principal Deputy Solicitor General 
Michelle S. Kallen 
   Deputy Solicitor General  
Brittany M. Jones 
   John Marshall Fellow 
Office of the Attorney General  
202 North Ninth Street  
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Phone: (804) 786-7240 
solicitorgeneral@oag.state.va.us 
 
Attorneys for the Commonwealth of Virginia 
 

JOSHUA L. KAUL 
Attorney General  
State of Wisconsin 
 
By: /s/ Maura FJ Whelan 
Maura FJ Whelan 
Assistant Attorney General 
Wisconsin Department of Justice 
Post Office Box 7857 
Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7857 
Phone: (608) 266-3859 
whelanmf@doj.state.wi.us  
 
Attorneys for State of Wisconsin 
 

MARK A. FLESSNER 
Corporation Counsel of the City of Chicago 
 
By: /s/ Stephen Kane 
Stephen Kane, Acting Deputy 
Rebecca Hirsch, Assistant Corporation 
Counsel 
Affirmative Litigation Division 
City of Chicago Department of Law 
121 N. LaSalle Street, Room 600 
Chicago, IL 60602 
Phone: (312) 744-8143 
Rebecca.hirsch2@cityofchicago.org 
 
Attorneys for the City of Chicago 
 
 

KIMBERLY M. FOXX 
Cook County Illinois State’s Attorney 
 
By: /s/ Kimberly M. Foxx 
Kimberly M. Foxx, Cook County State’s 
Attorney 
Amy Crawford, Assistant State’s Attorney 
Deputy Bureau Chief – Civil Actions Bureau 
Jessica M. Scheller, Assistant State’s 
Attorney 
Division Chief; Advice, Business & Complex 
Litigation – Civil Actions Bureau 
500 W. Richard J. Daley Center Place, Suite 
500 
Chicago, IL 60602 
Phone: (312) 603-3116 
Phone: (312) 603-6934 
Amy.Crawford@cookcountyil.gov 
Jessica.Scheller@cookcountyil.gov 
 
Attorneys for Cook County, Illinois 
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