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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

STATE OF NEW YORK, et al.,
Plaintiffs, Case No. 1:25-cv-00345-MSM-PAS

V.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, et al.,

Defendants.

CONSENT MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE BRIEF OF AMICI CURIAE IN SUPPORT
OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Proposed Amici Curiae—the Judge David L. Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law, the
Center for Public Representation, Grantmakers in Health, Justice in Aging, the National Health
Law Program, and the National Immigration Law Center—move for leave to file an amicus curiae
brief in support of Plaintiffs’ motion for summary judgment. A copy of the proposed brief is
attached hereto as Exhibit A. Amici have conferred by email with counsel for Plaintiffs and
Defendants, who consent to this motion
Amici are a group of public-interest organizations who, for decades, have fought through
litigation, policy reform, and advocacy to improve the lives of people across the United States, like
older adults, immigrants, individuals with disabilities, and people experiencing poverty,
homelessness, or mental illnesses. Specifically:
e The Judge David L. Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law is a national non-profit
advocacy organization that provides legal assistance to individuals with mental disabilities.
By engaging in litigation, public policy advocacy, education, and training, the Bazelon
Center works to advance the rights and dignity of individuals with mental disabilities in all

aspects of life, including health care.
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The Center for Public Representation is a national public-interest law firm that has been
assisting people with disabilities for almost fifty years. It has litigated systemic cases to
enforce the constitutional and statutory rights of persons with disabilities, including the
right to be free from discrimination under the Americans with Disabilities Act and to
receive appropriate treatment and support in the community.

Grantmakers in Health (“GIH”) is a national non-profit dedicated to helping foundations
and corporate giving programs improve the health of all people by fostering
communication, collaboration, and knowledge sharing among grantmakers. GIH
advocates for health equity, expanded access to care, improved quality, better population
health, and community engagement. Through its network of health-focused philanthropies
and longstanding work on health coverage and immigrant health issues, GIH brings
expertise on how federal eligibility restrictions can affect equitable access to care and the
well-being of communities across the country.

Justice in Aging is a national non-profit legal advocacy organization that fights senior
poverty through law. It advocates for affordable health care and economic security for
older adults with limited resources, focusing especially on populations that have
traditionally lacked legal protection, including older immigrants, older adults with
disabilities, and older people experiencing homelessness.

The National Health Law Program advocates, educates, and litigates at the federal and state
levels to further its mission of ensuring that all low-income individuals and families have
access to quality and comprehensive health care. It has consistently worked to expand
eligibility for public health care programs for all people, including immigrants and their

families.
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e The National Immigration Law Center (“NILC”) is one of the leading advocacy
organizations in the United States dedicated to advancing and defending the rights and
opportunities of low-income immigrants and their loved ones. NILC engages in litigation,
education, and policy advocacy at the local, state, and federal levels to reinforce the
nation’s values of equality, opportunity, and justice, including access to quality health care,
education, public health, and safety net programs. NILC staff have expertise in the
intersection of public benefits and immigration laws and policies.

Amici submit this brief to underscore the unique needs of the populations they represent
and the harms those populations will face if immigration verification requirements are imposed on
essential services.  Research consistently shows that verification requirements create
administrative burdens that reduce access to care even among eligible individuals, with particularly
harsh impacts on people with disabilities, unhoused individuals, immigrants and their household
members, individuals with limited English proficiency, low-income people, and older adults.
Amici have extensive experience with the services delivered by the programs described in their
proposed brief.

This Court has “‘the inherent authority’ to appoint amic[i] curiae ‘to assist it in a
proceeding.”” All. of Auto. Mfrs. v. Gwadowsky,297 F. Supp. 2d 305, 306 (D. Me. 2003). Whether
to grant a motion for leave to participate as amici is committed to the Court’s “sound discretion.”
Strasser v. Doorley, 432 F.2d 567, 569 (1st Cir. 1970). In exercising that discretion, “courts in
this circuit have considered whether ‘there is an issue of general public interest, the amicus
provides supplemental assistance to existing counsel, or the amicus insures a complete and plenary
presentation of difficult issues so that the court may reach a proper decision.”” United States v.

Maine, 2025 WL 2582122, at *2 (D. Me. Sept. 5, 2025). Courts generally “err on the side of
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granting the motion and accepting the brief.” Animal Prot. Inst. v. Martin, 2007 WL 647567, at
*1 n.3, *3 (D. Me. Feb. 23, 2007).

All relevant factors weigh in favor of granting Amici’s motion.

First, this case presents “an issue of general public interest.” All. of Auto. Mfrs., 297 F.
Supp. 2d at 307. Defendants seek to expand the restrictions to federal public benefits found in the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to several federal
programs that have never before been subject to those restrictions. As Amici explain in their
proposed brief, those programs provide essential aid to populations who most need it, such as older
adults, immigrants, individuals with disabilities, and people experiencing poverty, homelessness,
or mental illnesses, aid which Defendants’ actions put at risk. See also, e.g., ECF No. 4-68 99 20—
21 (explaining the likely program impacts of Defendants’ actions). Courts routinely find amicus
participation “desirable” in such circumstances. Portland Pipe Line Corp. v. City of S. Portland,
2017 WL 79948, at *5 (D. Me. Jan. 9, 2017); Maine, 2025 WL 2582122, at *3.

Second, Amici possess decades of experience regarding the programs at issue and the
specific populations placed at risk by Defendants’ actions, and their participation will “[e]nsure][]
a complete and plenary presentation of difficult issues so that the court may reach a proper
decision.” Maine, 2025 WL 2582122, at *2. Amicus participation is particularly appropriate when
the proposed amici possess “specialized knowledge” in the relevant space, which Amici here
unquestionably do. Id. at *3; All. of Auto. Mfrs., 297 F. Supp. 2d at 307 (permitting amicus
participation because the court “could benefit from” an organization’s “specialized expertise”).

Further, Amici seek to represent the views and perspectives of the non-parties who will be
most directly impacted by the outcome of this case. Courts routinely permit proposed amici to

participate in proceedings when “they represent third parties whose particular interests may be
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affected by the Court’s ruling and whose particular interests are echoed in broader public
interests.” Portland Pipe Line Corp., 2017 WL 79948, at *5. Such interests “justif[y]” granting
Amici “a say” in this litigation. See Strasser, 432 F.2d at 569. Moreover, Amici’s participation is
necessary to help “counterbalance . . . the advocacy of opposing interest groups” who have already
appeared in this litigation. Animal Prot. Inst., 2007 WL 647567, at *3; see ECF No. 58 (amicus
brief in support of Defendants). “[G]iven the likely difference in perspective” between Amici and
the other organizations already present in the case, Amici’s “participation may be beneficial to the
Court in this matter” to ensure a complete presentation of the issues. Animal Prot. Inst., 2007 WL
647567, at *3 (internal quotation marks omitted).

For all these reasons, the Court should grant Amici’s motion and accept their brief in
support of Plaintiffs’ motion for summary judgment.

Dated: March 6, 2026

By: /s/ Timothy K. Baldwin
/s/ Jessica S. Sylver
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