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CERTIFICATE OF INTERESTED PERSONS

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1 and Eleventh Circuit
Rule 26.1-1(a)(3) and 26.1-2(b), the undersigned counsel certifies that the following
listed persons and parties, in addition to those listed in Appellants’ motion for stay
pending appeal, may have an interest in the outcome of this case:

1. Bailey, Andrew — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

2. Bird, Brenna — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

3. Bowdre, A. Barrett — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,

4. Carr, Chris — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,

5. Coleman, Russell — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

6. Commonwealth of Kentucky — Amicus Curiae;

7. Drummond, Gentner — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

8. Fitch, Lynn — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,

9. Griffin, Tim — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

10. Hilgers, Michael T. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

11. Jackley, Marty — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

12. Knudsen, Austin — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

13. Kobach, Kris W. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

14. Labrador, Raul R. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

15. LaCour Jr., Edmund G. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;
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16. Marshall, Steve — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,
17. Morrissey, Patrick — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;
18. Murrill, Liz — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

19. Paxton, Ken — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,

20. Rokita, Thedore E. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;
21. Skrmetti, Jonathan — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;
22. State of Alabama — Amicus Curiae;

23. State of Arkansas — Amicus Curiae;

24. State of Georgia — Amicus Curiae;

25. State of Idaho — Amicus Curiae;

26. State of Indiana — Amicus Curiae;

27. State of lowa — Amicus Curiae;

28. State of Kansas — Amicus Curiae;

29. State of Louisiana — Amicus Curiae;

30. State of Mississippi — Amicus Curiae;

31. State of Missouri — Amicus Curiae;

32. State of Montana — Amicus Curiae;

33. State of Nebraska — Amicus Curiae;

34. State of North Dakota — Amicus Curiae;

35. State of Ohio — Amicus Curiae;
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36. State of Oklahoma — Amicus Curiae;

37. State of South Carolina — Amicus Curiae;

38. State of South Dakota — Amicus Curiae;

39. State of Tennessee — Amicus Curiae;

40. State of Texas — Amicus Curiae;

41. State of Utah — Amicus Curiae;

42. State of West Virginia — Amicus Curiae;

43. Reyes, Sean D. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae,
44. Wilson, Alan — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

45. Wrigley, Drew H. — Counsel for Amicus Curiae;

46. Yost, Dave — Counsel for Amicus Curiae.

Respectfully submitted this 19th day of July, 2024.

s/ Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
Counsel for Proposed Amici Curiae
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The States of Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and West
Virginia respectfully request leave to file a brief as amici curiae in support of the
Florida appellants’ time-sensitive stay motion. See CA11 Doc. 34-1.

First, proposed amici have a significant interest in this case. Like half the
States in the country, amici have laws similar to Florida’s that the district court en-
joined.! “This case revolves around an issue that is surely of the utmost importance
to all of the parties involved: the safety and well-being of the children” of our coun-
try. Eknes-Tucker v. Governor of Ala., 80 F.4th 1205, 1231 (11th Cir. 2023). Alt-

29 ¢¢

hough “there is a strong disagreement” “over what is best for those children,”
“[a]bsent a constitutional mandate to the contrary, these types of issues are quintes-

sentially the sort that our system of government reserves to legislative, not judicial

action.” Id.

I See Ala. Code §26-26-4; Ariz. Rev. Stat. §32-3230; Ark. Code Ann. §20-9-1502;
Ga. Code Ann. §31-8-3.5; Idaho Code §18-1506C; Ind. Code §25-1-22-13; Iowa
Code §147.164; Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. §311.372; La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §40:1098.2;
Miss. Code Ann. §41-141-1-41-141-9; Mo. Rev. Stat. §191.1720; Mont. Code. Ann.
50-4-1004; Neb. Rev. Stat. §71-7305; N.C. Gen. Stat. §90-21.151; N.D. Cent. Code
§12.1-36.1-01; Ohio Rev. Code §3129.02; Okla. Stat. tit. 63 §2601.1; S.C. Code
§44-42-320, 2024 Act No. 203 (H.4624); S.D. Codified Laws §34-24-34; Tenn.
Code Ann. §68-33-103; Tex. Health and Safety Code Ann. §161.702; Utah Code
Ann. §58-68-502(1)(g); W. Va. Code §30-3-20; Wyo. Stat. Ann. §35-4-1001.

1



USCA11l Case: 24-11996 Document: 36-1 Date Filed: 07/19/2024 Page: 6 of 11

Second, an amicus brief is desirable at this stage because the district court’s
disregard of the presumption of legislative good faith warrants an immediate stay of
its injunction pending appeal—and amici bring particular insight into that presump-
tion. The district court overrode the democratic process for resolving tough issues
regarding the safety and welfare of children and exchanged its own view of the
“moral universe” for that of the people’s representatives. Op.10. In the process, it
provided a textbook example of why the presumption of legislative good faith exists.

Until a few years ago, the notion of providing sex-change treatments to chil-
dren was practically unthinkable. But it has recently become a booming business,
with devastating consequences for many. The district court admitted that legislators
could conclude that these novel treatments are “experimental—perhaps even that
[they] should be prohibited altogether for minors.” Op.49. But when Florida enacted
a law doing just that, the court enjoined it. Why? Because “[g]ender identity is real,”
Op.7, “the arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice,” Op.10, and
“well-established standards of care” from “the World Professional Association for
Transgender Health (“WPATH’)” have been endorsed by the U.S. government and
other “reputable” medical associations, Op.11-12, 49. Only the “bigotry” of Flor-
ida’s legislators could explain how they parted ways with the district court’s convic-

tions about the moral universe. Op.89.
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Beyond platitudes, the decision below rests on myriad factual and legal errors.
But as proposed amici explain in their brief, the injunction can and should be stayed
quickly because it so obviously conflicts with the “presumption of legislative good
faith direct[ing] district courts to draw the inference that cuts in the legislature’s
favor when confronted with evidence that could plausibly support multiple conclu-
sions.” Alexander v. S.C. State Conf. of the NAACP, 144 S.Ct. 1221, 1235-36 (2024).
The district court did just the opposite. When a legislature has admittedly “legitimate
concerns” (Op.86) about “substantial harm” (Op.48) that sterilizing treatments are
having on children, there is no ground for assuming that bigotry is the real reason
the State acted.

Third, the proposed brief is timely. The Florida appellants filed their motion
for stay with this Court on July 17, 2024. See CA11 Doc. 34-1. Proposed amici offer
this brief just two days later. The plaintiffs will not be prejudiced by the Court’s
consideration of the brief on this time schedule, and they do not oppose allowing
proposed amici to file the brief.

For these reasons, proposed amici respectfully ask the Court for leave to file

the attached brief as amici curiae in support of the Florida appellants’ stay motion.
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Respectfully submitted,

Steve Marshall
Attorney General

s/ Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
Edmund G. LaCour Jr.

Solicitor General
A. Barrett Bowdre

Principal Deputy Solicitor General
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ALABAMA
501 Washington Avenue
P.O. Box 300152
Montgomery, AL 36130-0152
(334) 242-7300
Edmund.LaCour@AlabamaAG.gov

Counsel for Proposed Amici Curiae

JULY 19, 2024

(additional counsel listed below)
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

1. I certify that this motion complies with the type-volume limitations set
forth in Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 27(d)(2)(A). This motion contains 700
words, including all headings, footnotes, and quotations, and excluding the parts of
the response exempted under Rule 32(f).

2. In addition, this motion complies with the typeface and type style re-
quirements of Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 32(a)(5) and (6) because it has
been prepared in a proportionally spaced typeface using Microsoft Word for Office

365 in 14-point Times New Roman font.

Dated: July 19, 2024

s/ Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on July 19, 2024, I electronically filed this document using the

Court’s CM/ECF system, which will serve all counsel of record.

s/ Edmund G. LaCour Jr.
Edmund G. LaCour Jr.

Counsel for Proposed Amici Curiae
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