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INTRODUCTION 

The Attorney General does not dispute that the First Amendment protects Mayday’s 

billboard and website, that it is impermissible to penalize Mayday for publishing truthful 

information about abortion care, or that his office has threatened to prosecute this protected speech 

using the Idaho statutes Mayday identified, causing Mayday to cancel its contract for a billboard 

in Nampa and to otherwise remain silent.  Nor will the Attorney General agree to a narrow consent 

order committing not to prosecute Mayday under those laws—as Mayday has proposed.  See 

Vazquez Decl. Ex. 1.  In other words, the Idaho Attorney General is asking this Court to leave 

Mayday silenced while he reserves the right to prosecute.  That is not a viable legal position, but 

is more than sufficient to establish Mayday’s standing.   

The Attorney General’s contrary arguments—that his 2023 Opinion Letter was 

“withdrawn,” that it did not name Mayday, that the challenged laws are not new, and that Mayday 

lacks standing because other prosecutors may also enforce the laws, among others—are foreclosed 

by the same authorities he cites.  As the Ninth Circuit held in both Planned Parenthood Great 

N.W., HI, AK, IN, KY v. Labrador, 122 F.4th 825 (9th Cir. 2024), and Matsumoto v. Labrador, 

122 F.4th 787 (9th Cir. 2024), a plaintiff who wants to share information about abortion in Idaho 

need not wait for the Attorney General to knock on the door before seeking relief.  The motion 

should be granted.   

ARGUMENT 

I. Mayday Has Standing To Bring This First Amendment Action 

Mayday has standing to seek pre-enforcement preliminary injunctive relief against the 

threatened application of Idaho Code Sections 18-603, 18-607, 18-622, 18-623, and 48-601 against 

its Nampa billboard campaign because the suppression of its protected speech is a cognizable 
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constitutional injury in fact, traceable to the Attorney General, and redressable by such an 

injunction.  See Lujan v. Defs. of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560–61 (1992).   

The Attorney General disputes only that Mayday has suffered an injury in fact.  He is 

wrong.  “[U]nique standing considerations tilt dramatically toward a finding of standing” in First 

Amendment pre-enforcement actions because “a chilling of the exercise of First Amendment rights 

is, itself, a constitutionally sufficient injury.”  Planned Parenthood, 122 F.4th at 834, 836 (citation 

modified).  Accordingly, a plaintiff in such an action must show only that it (i) intends to engage 

in conduct ‘“arguably affected with a constitutional interest,’” (ii) the conduct is ‘“arguably . . . 

proscribed’” by law, and (iii) there is a ‘“credible threat of prosecution.’”  Susan B. Anthony List 

v. Driehaus, 573 U.S. 149, 159, 161–64 (2014) (citations omitted); see also Peace Ranch, LLC v. 

Bonta, 93 F.4th 482, 487 (9th Cir. 2024).  All three elements are met here.   

A. The Attorney General Does Not Dispute That Mayday Intends to Engage in 

Protected Speech Arguably Proscribed by Idaho Law 

The Attorney General does not dispute that the first two Driehaus elements are satisfied. 

Nor could he.  Both Matsumoto and Planned Parenthood involved materially similar speech and 

the Ninth Circuit found both elements satisfied.  In this case, as to the first element, Mayday intends 

to display a mobile billboard in Nampa stating “Pregnant? Don’t want to be? Learn more at 

www.mayday.health” and to publish its website to Idahoans—speech the First Amendment 

“squarely protect[s].”  Matsumoto, 122 F.4th at 812 (citing Bigelow v. Virginia, 421 U.S. 809, 822, 

827–28 (1975)); see Mot. 9–11.  As to the second element, Mayday cited numerous statutes that 

the Attorney General himself has claimed criminalize such speech. See Mot. 14.  It makes no 

difference that the Attorney General’s reading of these statutes is unconstitutional; to establish 

standing, it is enough that his interpretations purport to arguably reach Mayday’s speech.  See 

Driehaus, 573 U.S. at 162. 
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B. Mayday Has Shown a Credible Threat of Enforcement 

The third Driehaus element is also easily satisfied.  The Attorney General argues he has 

not made a plaintiff-specific threat that generates an actionable credible threat of enforcement.  

Opp. 7 (contending that he has “done nothing as it pertains to Mayday”).  But that is not the test.  

Federal courts ‘“have never held that a specific threat is necessary to demonstrate standing’” in a 

First Amendment action.  Isaacson v. Mayes, 84 F.4th 1089, 1100 (9th Cir. 2023) (citation 

omitted).  The Supreme Court has instead repeatedly found pre-enforcement standing where a 

statute arguably covered protected speech and the government—as here—refused to disavow 

enforcement.  See Babbitt v. UFW Nat’l Union, 442 U.S. 289, 302 (1979); Va. v. Am. Booksellers 

Ass’n, 484 U.S. 383, 393 (1988); Holder v. Humanitarian Law Project, 561 U.S. 1, 15–16 (2010).  

The Ninth Circuit faithfully applies that rule, recognizing that the credible-threat inquiry often 

“rises or falls with the enforcing authority’s willingness to disavow enforcement.” Peace Ranch, 

93 F.4th at 490.  And indeed it has twice held that the Attorney General’s refusal to disavow 

enforcing the very laws at issue in this case against other speakers sufficed to create actionable 

controversies.  See Matsumoto, 122 F.4th at 797–99; Planned Parenthood, 122 F.4th at 838–41.   

The record here more than meets the standard.  The Attorney General has claimed broad 

authority to prosecute any person involved in “the promotion of abortion pills to the public,” Sieff 

Decl. Ex. 13 at 2, “any speech” that could enable minors to obtain even a lawful out-of-state 

abortion, Appellant’s Reply Br., Matsumoto v. Labrador, No. 23-3787, ECF No. 43.1 at 11 (9th 

Cir. filed Feb 7, 2024), advice encouraging abortion, Vazquez Decl. Ex. 2 at 8, 9, and to generally 

label abortion-related speech criminal or a punishable deceptive practice, Def’s Mem. in Supp. of 

Mot. for Summ. J., Matsumoto v. Labrador, No. 1:23-cv-0323, ECF No. 137-1 at 15–16 (D. Idaho 

filed April 16, 2026).  When asked to even informally disavow enforcing the identified statutes 

against Mayday’s planned mobile billboard promoting the information on its website, his office 
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refused to provide any assurance.  Mot. 6–7.  And despite his empty claims of non-enforcement in 

this litigation, the Attorney General has now also refused to end this action through a targeted 

consent order formally disavowing the threat he claims does not exist—and thus should have no 

problem foreswearing.  See Vazquez Decl. Ex. 1.  His similar refusal to disavow enforcement on 

the record confirmed the existence of a credible enforcement threat in Planned Parenthood, 122 

F.4th at 834 (counsel’s refusal at hearing to disavow ‘“the legal analysis or conclusions”’ of 

opinion letter showed credible threat) (citation omitted), just as the California Attorney General’s 

refusal to disavow enforcement of a California law at oral argument corroborated the credible 

threat in Peace Ranch, 93 F.4th at 490 (counsel’s refusal to disavow enforcement at oral argument 

likewise showed credible threat)—and that was not even a First Amendment case.   

The Opposition underscores the point by expressly reserving the authority the Attorney 

General refuses to disavow.  An injunction as-applied to Mayday’s speech would harm Idaho, the 

Attorney General says, by preventing him from enforcing the identified state laws “if there ever 

were a need to properly enforce” them.  Opp. 11.  Having preserved the option to enforce the 

identified laws against Mayday’s speech, the Attorney General cannot fault Mayday for taking 

him at his word.  See Tingley v. Ferguson, 47 F.4th 1055, 1068 (9th Cir. 2022) (government’s 

reservation to enforce a law ‘“as it enforces other restrictions”’ created a credible threat), 

abrogated on other grounds by Chiles v. Salazar, 146 S. Ct. 1010, 1019 (2026) (affirming that 

plaintiff had standing and reversing only to hold that plaintiff was also likely to prevail on the 

merits of his First Amendment claim).   

C. The Attorney General’s Contrary Arguments Fail 

The Attorney General’s counterarguments all reduce to the same mistaken premise: that 

Mayday must accept coerced silence or risk fending off the unrenounced threat of unconstitutional 

penalties for engaging in protected speech. None have merit.   
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First, the formal withdrawal of the 2023 Opinion Letter does not eliminate the Attorney 

General’s threat of enforcement.  The Ninth Circuit rejected that precise argument in Planned 

Parenthood, holding that the same withdrawal letter the Attorney General cites here did not moot 

the controversy or eliminate the credible threat because it “did not disavow or disclaim the legal 

reasoning or conclusions” stated in the letter “[n]or did it offer an alternative interpretation” of the 

statute.  122 F.4th at 834.  That remains true. The Attorney General still has not disavowed the 

substantive legal positions staked out in the 2023 Opinion Letter or identified any limiting 

interpretation of Idaho Code Sections 18-603, 18-607, 18-622, 18-623, or 48-601 that would spare 

Mayday’s speech.  To the contrary, the Attorney General continues to press arguments for 

expansive enforcement authority. Supra p. 4.   

Nor does it matter that the March 2023 Opinion Letter is now three years old.  Cf. Opp. 10.  

It is not the novelty of a policy that makes a refusal to disavow enforcement actionable but the fact 

that the policy’s “history of enforcement is negligible or non-existent.” Matsumoto, 122 F.4th at 

797.  That may be because a policy “is of recent vintage,” id., or because the government has 

reserved enforcement authority it simply has not yet exercised.  Tingley, 47 F.4th at 1068 

(reserving right to enforce a then three-year old statute created a credible threat of enforcement 

despite lack of enforcement history).  Standing turns on whether Mayday now faces a credible 

threat if it proceeds with its planned speech.  Because the Attorney General refuses to disavow 

enforcement—and most recently, Mayday’s offer to enter a consent decree—it does.   

Second, the Attorney General is wrong that there is no credible threat of enforcement 

because the 2023 Opinion Letter did not name Mayday or address “information clearinghouses.”  

Opp. 7–9.  Pre-enforcement standing does not require a personal demand letter.  See Isaacson, 84 

F.4th at 1100.  The relevant question is whether the Attorney General’s interpretation of the 
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statutes at issue threatens Mayday’s intended conduct.  They do.  Mayday’s billboard directs 

viewers to a website that publishes information about abortion pills and reproductive health 

resources.   The Attorney General has asserted general authority (not limited to any particular 

speaker) to penalize “the promotion of abortion pills to the public.”  Mot. 4; Supra p. 3. If that 

phrase means anything, it threatens Mayday’s speech.   

Third, Mayday did not ask for legal advice or an advisory opinion. Mayday asked the 

State’s chief prosecutor whether he would withdraw his threat to penalize identified First 

Amendment activity.  Mot. 6–7.  His refusal to do so has legal consequences.  See Planned 

Parenthood, 122 F.4th at 838–41; supra pp. 3-5.1  Mayday’s request for forbearance against 

relevant third parties—referring to “the billboard operator” Mayday had hired, as well as other 

service providers Mayday relies upon to disseminate its message, Opp. 4 (quoting Mayday’s 

letter)—changes nothing.  The First Amendment protects every link “in the speech process,” 

Citizens United v. FEC, 558 U.S. 310, 336 (2010), because governments could otherwise exploit 

the “division of labor” inherent in publishing to attack different “levels of the production and 

dissemination of ideas,” McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 251–52 (2003) (Scalia, J., dissenting in 

part).  That means speakers have standing to challenge restraints against their downstream 

distributors, Bantam Books, Inc. v. Sullivan, 372 U.S. 58, 64 n.6 (1963), as well as upstream input 

providers they rely on to speak, Nat’l Rifle Ass’n of Am. v. Vullo, 602 U.S. 175, 187 (2024), as 

violations of their own constitutional rights.  The requested injunction runs only against the 

Attorney General and protects Mayday from penalties or threats against its billboard and website.   

 
1 The observation (Opp. 5) that Mayday’s initial correspondence did not reference the Attorney 
General’s 2023 Opinion Letter also carries no legal significance.  Mayday’s standing does not 
depend on whether its pre-suit communications identified every fact contributing to its reasonable 
fear of enforcement.  The Attorney General cites no authority stating otherwise.  And for good 
reason: the First Amendment protects speakers whose expression is chilled by government action; 
it does not condition access to judicial review on the contents of informal correspondence.   
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Fourth, Mayday’s standing to seek an injunction against the Attorney General does not 

disappear simply because other Idaho officials could also enforce the statutes.  The Ninth Circuit 

already rejected this argument from the Attorney General in Matsumoto, explaining that when a 

law “grants enforcement powers to multiple government authorities, an injunction against the 

exercise of those powers by any one of those authorities suffices” to establish standing.  122 F.4th 

at 801–02 (reaffirming that “a plaintiff need not sue every defendant that may cause her harm”).  

Even if there were any statutes that the Attorney General lacked authority to enforce directly, his 

authority under Idaho law to assist county prosecutors in enforcing penal statutes “demonstrates 

the requisite causal connection for standing purposes.” Planned Parenthood, 122 F.4th at 838–39.  

It is thus enough that the requested injunction would relieve a discrete injury from the Attorney 

General.  See Larson v. Valente, 456 U.S. 228, 243 n.15 (1982) (plaintiff need only show redress 

of ‘“an injury’” not “every injury”). Enjoining the Attorney General from threatening or penalizing 

Mayday for its protected speech would eliminate the very threat from his office that caused 

Mayday to suspend the billboard campaign and refrain from Idaho-focused activity.   

Finally, the Attorney General’s reliance on Thomas v. Anchorage Equal Rights 

Commission, 220 F.3d 1134 (9th Cir. 2000) (en banc), is misplaced.  Thomas rejected standing 

where plaintiffs lacked a concrete plan to violate the challenged law and thus could not show a 

meaningful threat of enforcement.  Id. at 1139–41.  Mayday has done the opposite: it contracted 

for a specific billboard on a specific date in a specific city, suspended it only after the Attorney 

General refused to disavow enforcement, and remains ready to proceed if protected by this Court.  

Thomas does not require willing speakers to risk unrenounced criminal penalties before invoking 

the First Amendment.  See Tingley, 47 F.4th at 1068 (applying Thomas to hold that the refusal to 

disavow reserved enforcement authority in similar circumstances sufficed).   
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II. Preliminary Injunctive Relief Is Warranted 

Once standing is confirmed, Mayday’s entitlement to preliminary injunctive relief follows 

because the Attorney General’s opposition arguments derive entirely from what he contends is the 

absence of an actionable enforcement threat.  Opp. 10.  Because there is such a threat, and because 

the Attorney General does not otherwise deny that Mayday will prevail on the merits and suffer 

irreparable injuries that support preliminary injunctive relief, the Court should grant the motion.   

A. Mayday Will Prevail On The Merits Of Its First Amendment Claim 

The Attorney General does not deny that the First Amendment protects Mayday’s 

publication of information about lawfully available abortion services, and advances no argument 

suggesting he could punish, restrain, or prevent it under any level of First Amendment scrutiny—

much less the strict scrutiny that applies.  See Mot. 8-14 (explaining why Mayday will prevail on 

the merits).  That concession means this element is met.  See Am. Encore v. Fontes, 152 F.4th 

1097, 1120 (9th Cir. 2025) (failure to defend enforcement on the merits meant likelihood of 

success factor was met in pre-enforcement First Amendment challenge).   

B. The Remaining Winter Factors Favor An Injunction 

The Attorney General does not dispute that the “loss of First Amendment freedoms, for 

even minimal periods of time, unquestionably constitutes irreparable injury,”  Elrod v. Burns, 427 

U.S. 347, 373 (1976), or that a credible threat that chills speech is irreparable harm even without 

actual prosecution.  Cuviello v. City of Vallejo, 944 F.3d 816, 833 (9th Cir. 2019).  His opposition 

instead rests on conflating the irreparable harm analysis with the enforcement threat analysis.  Opp. 

10.  Because there is a credible threat of enforcement, supra §§ I.C-D, Mayday has been—and will 

remain—irreparably harmed absent relief.  Mot. 4–7.   

The Attorney General’s equitable arguments also repeat his standing theory.  He says an 

injunction is unnecessary and would interfere with Idaho’s interest in enforcing its laws.  Opp. 11. 
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But the State has no legitimate interest in unconstitutional enforcement.  Valle del Sol Inc. v. 

Whiting, 732 F.3d 1006, 1029 (9th Cir. 2013); Zepeda v. I.N.S., 753 F.2d 719, 727 (9th Cir. 1983).  

And the irreparable injury he claims Idaho would suffer if he could not enforce the identified laws 

against Mayday (Opp. 11) underscores the credibility of his threat, not the reality of any cognizable 

injury to the State or the public.  Supra p. 4.   

The requested injunction is also properly tailored. Mayday does not ask the Court to 

facially invalidate Idaho’s abortion laws or bind officials who are not parties.  It seeks as-applied 

preliminary injunctive relief preventing the Attorney General from taking action under Idaho law 

to penalize or threaten Mayday for displaying its identified mobile billboard in Idaho or publishing 

its website to Idahoans.  Mot. 15.  That relief tracks Mayday’s constitutional injury and prevents 

the Attorney General from violating Mayday’s rights.   

CONCLUSION 

Mayday respectfully requests that the Court enter a preliminary injunction to address its 

ongoing and concrete First Amendment injury.   
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1. I am an associate attorney with the law firm of Davis Wright Tremaine LLP and 

represent Plaintiff Mayday Health. I make this declaration based on personal knowledge, except 

where specified as made on information and belief. If called, I would testify competently thereto. 

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of an email exchange between 

the Division Chief in the Attorney General’s office, Jim Craig, with my colleague, Adam Sieff, 

dated July 7, 2026. 
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Attorney General Raúl R. Labrador to Idaho Representative Judy Boyle, titled Attorney General 

Opinion No. 23-04 and dated September 15, 2023. 
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Vazquez, Farrah

From: James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 4:50 PM
To: Sieff, Adam; Brian Church; Saad Bembridge, Nicole
Cc: Handman, Laura; Vazquez, Farrah; Adeleke, Azeezat; Kelly, Chelsea; Kumar, Ambika; 

Wendy Heipt; William Mitchell; Kelly O'Neill
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB

[EXTERNAL] 

Adam, 
  
The AG will not agree to a consent order. 
  
Jim 
  

 

James E. M. Craig | Division Chief 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
O: 208-854-8088 | W: ag.idaho.gov 

  
  
From: Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 11:47 AM 
To: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; James 
Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea <ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; 
Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill 
<koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  

Brian and Jim – 
  
Considering the Attorney General’s response to the preliminary injunction motion, would the Attorney 
General agree to a consent order, to be entered by the Court on the docket, stating that his office will not take 
any action—including under Idaho Code §§ 18-603, 18-607, 18-622, 18-623, and 48-601—to penalize or 
threaten to penalize Mayday for displaying the mobile billboard identified in the Complaint, or for publishing 
its website, within Idaho? 
  
Please let us know at your earliest convenience. 
  
Adam 
  
Adam S. Sieff       
Partner, Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 

 You don't often get email from adamsieff@dwt.com. Learn why this is important   
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P 213.633.8618  E adamsieff@dwt.com 
A 350 South Grand Avenue, 27th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 
DWT.COM  

  
From: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 4:50 PM 
To: Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; James Craig 
<James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea <ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; 
Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill 
<koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
[EXTERNAL] 

Thank you. I will fix that, apply Adam and Kelly’s e-signatures, and get that on file.  
  
-- 

 

Brian V. Church | Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense Division 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
Phone: (208) 334-2400 

  
  
From: Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 5:28 PM 
To: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; James Craig 
<James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea <ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; 
Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill 
<koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
Yes—thank you, Brian. Noting there’s a minor error in Adam’s last name only on the stipulation signature 
block (please change from “Seiff” to “Sieff”). 
  
Nicole Saad Bembridge       
Associate, Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
P 206.757.8545  E nicolesaadbembridge@dwt.com 
A 920 5th Avenue, Suite 3300, Seattle, WA 98104-1610 
DWT.COM  

  
From: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 4:20 PM 
To: Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; James Craig 
<James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea <ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; 
Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill 
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<koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
[EXTERNAL] 

Thanks. For whom may I apply signatures? Adam and Kelly? 
  
-- 

 

Brian V. Church | Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense Division 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
Phone: (208) 334-2400 

  
  
From: Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 5:05 PM 
To: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; James Craig 
<James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea <ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; 
Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill 
<koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
Brian, 
  
We agree to the proposed stipulation. Thank you. 
  
Nicole Saad Bembridge       
Associate, Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
P 206.757.8545  E nicolesaadbembridge@dwt.com 
A 920 5th Avenue, Suite 3300, Seattle, WA 98104-1610 
DWT.COM  

  
From: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 12:01 PM 
To: Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
[EXTERNAL] 

Adam and Kelly: 
  
The deposition I was at yesterday ran long. Please see the attached proposed stipulation 
and order. 
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Brian 
  
-- 

 

Brian V. Church | Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense Division 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
Phone: (208) 334-2400 

  
  
From: Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2026 10:50 AM 
To: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov>; James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: Re: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
Thanks we’ll review.  
  
Adam S. Sieff        
Partner, Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
P 213.633.8618 E adamsieff@dwt.com 
A 350 South Grand Avenue, 27th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
 

  

From: Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2026 12:41:13 
To: James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
[EXTERNAL] 

Adam, 
  
I’m going to prepare a stipulation, which I will circulate to you today. This will note what 
you and I outlined below. 
  
Brian 
-- 
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Brian V. Church | Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense Division 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
Phone: (208) 334-2400 

  
  
From: Brian Church 
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2026 12:15 PM 
To: James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov>; Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
Hi, Adam: 
  
It looks like my office was served with a copy of the motion for a preliminary injunction 
on Monday, June 8. We will respond to preliminary injunction motion on Monday, June 
29. 
  
We are fine agreeing to hold off on the responsive pleading deadline until after the 
preliminary injunction motion is resolved. Let’s do 21 days after the Court fully resolves 
the preliminary injunction motion. 
  
Thanks, 
 
Brian 
-- 

 

Brian V. Church | Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense Division 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
Phone: (208) 334-2400 

  
  
From: James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2026 7:48 AM 
To: Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com>; Brian Church <brian.church@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: RE: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  
Thanks, Adam. I’m in the middle of a trial right now. The trial is scheduled to end on Monday. I’ll review this 
information after the trial and get back to you next week. 
  
Thanks, 
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Jim 
  

 

James E. M. Craig | Division Chief 
Civil Litigation and Constitutional Defense 
Office of the Attorney General | State of Idaho 
O: 208-854-8088 | W: ag.idaho.gov 

  
  
From: Sieff, Adam <AdamSieff@dwt.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2026 11:26 PM 
To: James Craig <James.Craig@ag.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Handman, Laura <laurahandman@dwt.com>; Vazquez, Farrah <FarrahVazquez@dwt.com>; Adeleke, Azeezat 
<AzeezatAdeleke@dwt.com>; Saad Bembridge, Nicole <NicoleSaadBembridge@dwt.com>; Kelly, Chelsea 
<ChelseaKelly@dwt.com>; Kumar, Ambika <AmbikaKumar@dwt.com>; Wendy Heipt <wheipt@legalvoice.org>; William 
Mitchell <wmitchell@legalvoice.org>; Kelly O'Neill <koneill@legalvoice.org> 
Subject: Mayday Health v. Labrador, 1:26-cv-00334-AKB 
  

Jim – 
  
As you know, we’ve served your office with a complaint and motion for a preliminary injunction in the above-
captioned matter. Courtesy copies of those papers are attached. To streamline proceedings, we’d be willing to 
stipulate to stay your responsive pleading deadline pending adjudication of the injunction motion. 
  
Let us know how your office wishes to proceed. 
  
Adam 
  

 

Adam S. Sieff       
Partner | Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 

  P 213.633.8618  E adamsieff@dwt.com 
A 350 South Grand Avenue, 27th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

  

  DWT.COM
 

  

  

NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, is intended only for the individual(s) or entity(ies) named above and may contain 
information that is confidential, privileged, attorney work product, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are 
not the intended recipient, please reply to the sender that you have received this transmission in error, and then please delete this 
email. 

 You don't often get email from adamsieff@dwt.com. Learn why this is important  
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