Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 128-1 Filed 11/22/22 Page 1 of 90 PagelD #:
4863

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

The State of Missouri, etal.,
Plaintiffs,

V.
Civil Action No. 22-cv-1213
President Joseph R. Biden, Jr., in his official
capacity as President of the United States of
America, etal.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS
THE SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR LACKOF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTIONAND FAILURETO STATEA CLAIM
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