
Washington Attorney General’s 
Federal Litigation Related to 

Healthcare

A Summary of four Cases



Disclaimer

Any opinions expressed are my own, and not an official position of the Attorney General 
or the Attorney General’s Office.

These are not the only cases the Washington Attorney General has brought against the 
federal government that may implicate issues of concern to you. Recently launched is 
the Federal Litigation Tracker available at www.atg.wa.gov.



The Cases I’ll Talk About Today
• Washington et al. v. Trump et al., No. 2:25-cv-00244 (W.D. Wash) & Washington v. 

Trump, No. 25-1922 (9th Cir.) (gender-affirming care)
• California v. Dept. of Health and Human Servs., No. 3:25-cv-05536 (N.D. Cal.) 

(Medicaid client data)
• New York et al. v. Dept. of Justice et al., No. 1:25-cv-00345-MSM-PAS (D.R.I.) 

(PRWORA) 

• California et al. v. Kennedy et al., No. 1:25-cv-12019 (D. Mass.) (Marketplace Integrity 
Rule)



Format

• What did the federal government do?
• What did Washington and other states do in response?
• What is the current status?



Washington v. Trump (gender-affirming care)

• Executive Order 14168 issued on 
January 20, 2025.









Executive Order 
14187 issued on 
January 28, 2025.











Washington v. 
Trump 
Timeline

7 Feb.

Complaint & 
TRO motion 
filed

14 Feb.

TRO granted

19 Feb.

Amended 
Complaint & PI 
motion filed

28 Feb.

PI Granted

21 Mar.

United States 
appeals the PI

28 July

United States 
filed motion to 
stay PI (in 
district court)

Today

Both the 
appeal of the 
PI and the 
motion to stay 
the PI are 
pending















California v. Dept. of 
Health and Human 
Servs., No. 3:25-cv-
05536 (N.D. Cal.)













Summary

• Expressed skepticism on 
contrary to law claims, but did 
not rule on them
• Held data sharing was arbitrary 

and capricious
• Forcing the federal government 

to go back to the drawing board















New York et al. v. Dept. of 
Justice et al. (PRWORA)

• Has to do with four notices interpreting 
the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, 
issued in mid-July

• At issue is the definition of “federal 
public benefit”



PRWORA - Background

• “Federal public benefit” defined in 8 USC 1611(a)
• “Federal public benefits” are only available to citizens and qualified 

aliens
• Long interpreted to exclude US DOE funded public education and public 

assistance for which no application needed to be made, like emergency 
shelters and soup kitchens



PRWORA New Interpretation – 
No Exceptions

• Federal public benefit includes grants to States
• Includes assistance for which no application is made
• Includes noncash benefits or services

• Includes public education programs like Head Start
• Includes substance use treatment and prevention programs and similar programs





New York et al. v. Dept. of 
Justice et al. Current Status

• July 21 – Complaint and Motion for PI 
Filed

• Sept. 10 – PI Granted



Required 
Notice and 
Comment 

Rulemaking

Ineffective because notice and 
comment was required



Also 
Arbitrary 

and 
Capricious

• Failed to consider reliance 
interests









Also 
contrary 

to law!

• Limited to programs with 
eligibility requirements
• Head Start not included
• Block grants to states not 

covered
• Health Center Program not 

covered
• Other programs affected by 

notices not covered

















On Top of all 
That, Notices are 
Unconstitutional

• In violation of the Spending 
Clause





California et al. v. Kennedy et al.

• Final Rule published in the Federal 
Register June, 25 2025



What did it do (that we sued about)?

• Imposes a $5 per month charge for exchange auto-enrollees who would 
otherwise have $0 premiums
• Shortens the open enrollment period to nine weeks (Nov. 1 – Dec. 31)
• Requires 75% verification for special enrollment period enrollees
• Eliminate self-attestation of income for low-income enrollees 
• Requires enrollees receiving advanced premium tax credits to file a tax 

return every year (instead of every two years)



What did it do (that we sued about)? (cont.)

• Denies coverage to enrollees who owe past due premiums
• Makes health insurance more expensive by changing the premium 

adjustment methodology 
• Increase the actuarial value range permitted in the plan tiers, essentially 

allowing insurers to offer lower value plans
• Prohibits “sex trait modification” (i.e., gender-affirming care) from 

inclusion as an essential health benefit





PI Filed and 
Argued . . . but 
still waiting! 17 July

Complaint and PI motion filed

13 Aug.

PI motion argued, no ruling as 
of today

22 Aug.

A different PI was granted 
enjoining part of the rule, but 
not all of the parts we 
challenged

25 Aug.

Parts of the rule not enjoined 
went into effect
•Premium adjustment methodology
•Exclusion of gender-affirming care 

as an “essential health benefit”



So, what’s this other case?

• City of Columbus v. Kennedy, No. 1:25-cv-02114 (D. Md.)
• Brought by three cities 
• Two associations

• Injunction appealed
•  Stay pending appeal denied by the district court and the Fourth Circuit



End https://www.atg.wa.gov/washington-
attorney-generals-federal-litigation-
tracker


