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INTRODUCTION
 

Plaintiffs ask this Court to determine whether a provision in an Act of Congress 

harms them three years before it could even apply to them. Such a pre-implementation 

challenge to the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (“ACA”) does not present a live 

controversy for this Court’s review. Recognizing this, plaintiffs also claim they are injured 

by their alleged “preparations” for the ACA’s minimum coverage provision.  Such “injuries” 

are entirely speculative and based on plaintiffs’ own choices, not any provision of the ACA, 

and therefore are not Article III injuries-in-fact. Plaintiffs will not be harmed by waiting for 

judicial review until the minimum coverage provision actually injures them, if at all.  Their 

remedy for any such injury is an ordinary tax refund suit, not this premature challenge. 

In any event, the ACA easily surmounts plaintiffs’ scattershot constitutional 

challenges. Congress validly exercised its commerce power in enacting the ACA’s 

minimum coverage provision.  The ACA’s reforms of insurance industry practices are, 

unquestionably, valid regulations of interstate commerce. Congress reasonably determined 

(and plaintiffs do not dispute) that the minimum coverage provision was necessary to ensure 

the effectiveness of these reforms. The commerce power affords Congress the ability to 

enact such measures to ensure the effectiveness of its larger regulation of interstate markets. 

In addition, the minimum coverage provision, by itself, addresses activity with substantial 

effects on interstate commerce, and thus falls within Congress’s commerce power. 

Moreover, Congress properly enacted the minimum coverage provision pursuant to its taxing 

authority under the General Welfare Clause. 

Plaintiffs’ remaining constitutional challenges are based on gross mischaracterizations 

of what the ACA requires. The ACA does not prevent plaintiffs from “express[ing] their 

1
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message against health insurance,” Pls.’ Mem. in Opp. to Mot. to Dismiss at 4, and thus does 

not threaten the freedom of expressive association.  Nor does the ACA prevent plaintiffs 

from visiting “physicians who do not require insurance reimbursement,” id. at 39, and thus it 

does not threaten plaintiffs’ alleged intimate associations.  The ACA does not force plaintiffs 

to accept “unwanted medical service,” id. at 43, or require them to disclose “personal 

medical information,” id. at 45, and thus does not burden any alleged due process rights.  The 

ACA, simply, does not cause any of the alleged injuries underlying plaintiffs’ claims.  

ARGUMENT 

I. THIS COURT LACKS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

A. Plaintiffs Lack Standing 

1. The ACA Does Not Cause a Present Injury-in-Fact 

Plaintiffs fail to meet the Article III requirement of an injury-in-fact. The ACA does 

not cause them any present harm, the prerequisite for standing under Whitmore v. Arkansas, 

495 U.S. 149, 158 (1990). They reason that the ACA’s minimum coverage provision, 26 

U.S.C. § 5000A, is certain to go into effect, Pls’ Mem. at 8-9; that they do not now qualify 

for an exemption, id. at 1; and that hence they have an injury, id. at 7. But as they attest, 

standing is “assessed at the lawsuit’s inception.”  Id. at 9. The relevant provisions of the 

ACA are not yet in effect, and “[u]ntil [the] new [law] is actually in effect . . . , any injury 

which the plaintiffs may foresee as a result of such legislation is neither ‘concrete and 

particularized’ nor ‘actual or imminent.’”  Assoc. Gen. Contractors of Am. v. Columbus, 172 

F.3d 411, 420 (6th Cir. 1999) (quoting Assoc. Gen. Contractors v. Jacksonville, 508 U.S. 

656, 663 (1993)); see Whitmore, 495 U.S. at 158 (“[a]llegations of possible future injury do 

not satisfy the requirements of Art. III”). 

2
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Furthermore, whether 26 U.S.C. § 5000A will apply to these plaintiffs in the future is 

far from certain.1  Even if plaintiffs do not qualify now for an exemption to the ACA’s 

minimum coverage provision, they might qualify in three years, or otherwise avoid any 

cognizable “injury” from the provision.  For instance, plaintiffs’ employers may provide 

plaintiffs with health insurance under the ACA. Alternatively, given the changes to the 

health insurance market that will take place over the next three years—and given possible 

developments in their health care needs—plaintiffs may wish to purchase insurance that the 

Act will make available in 2014. The parties cannot divine now with sufficient certitude 

what, if any, future injury might come to pass. See Baldwin v. Sebelius, 2010 WL 3418436, 

at *3 (S.D. Cal. 2010). 

Contrary to plaintiffs’ claims, Pls’ Mem. at 9, they do not bring a permissible “pre

enforcement challenge,” because the minimum coverage provision is not yet in effect.  In 

both cases they cite, the challenged laws were in effect at the time of the complaint, and 

enforcement against the particular plaintiffs was imminent.  See Pennell v. City of San Jose, 

485 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1998); Babbitt v. United Farm Workers Nat’l Union, 442 U.S. 289, 298 

(1979). In those cases, although the laws had yet to be applied to those plaintiffs, both sets 

of plaintiffs alleged sufficient facts that application was imminent, and that they suffered a 

present injury from that imminent enforcement.  Pennell, 485 U.S. at 7-8; Babbitt, 442 U.S. 

at 299-300. Here, to the contrary, there can be no credible threat of imminent enforcement, 

1  Plaintiffs accuse defendants of relying on “abstract” and “conjectural” arguments.  Pls.’ 
Mem. at 8.  This is backwards. Plaintiffs bear the burden to prove standing; defendants do not 
bear the burden to disprove it. And plaintiffs’ claims of future injuries are, by their very nature, 
conjectural. Plaintiffs simply assert that the future will turn out the way they want it to, and 
defendants note that the future may not occur as planned.  It is because a host of intervening 
actions could occur that “an injury at some indefinite future time” is too speculative for Article 
III standing. Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 564 n.2 (1992). 

3
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as the challenged provision does not go into effect until 2014.  Plaintiffs, therefore, “do not 

allege a dispute susceptible to resolution by a federal court.”  Babbitt, 442 U.S. at 298-99. 

2. 	 Plaintiffs’ Alleged Preparatory Injuries Are Speculative and Not 
Traceable to the ACA 

To satisfy the requirement of a present injury to show their standing, plaintiffs assert a 

need to prepare now, three years before the minimum coverage provision goes into effect, to 

bear the cost of insurance. Second Amended Complaint (“SAC”) ¶¶ 13, 14.  Plaintiffs rely 

on two recent decisions that found, based on the allegations in those cases, that the plaintiffs 

there had shown a present injury from the minimum coverage provision.  See Thomas More 

Law Ctr. v. Obama, --- F. Supp. 2d ---, 2010 WL 3952805, at *3 (E.D. Mich. 2010) (finding 

standing, but dismissing challenge to ACA on merits); Florida v. U.S. Dep’t of Health & 

Human Servs., 716 F. Supp. 2d 1120, 1146 (N.D. Fla. 2010) (finding standing, and declining 

to rule on validity of ACA). Plaintiffs here argue that, as in those cases, they must now save 

money for health insurance, spend time looking for health insurance, and provide detailed 

information to health insurers. Pls.’ Mem. at xiii, 2-3.  But even if those cases were correct 

to find that the plaintiffs there had shown a present injury,  that would not mean that 

plaintiffs in this case have done so.  The injuries claimed by plaintiffs in this case are not 

only speculative, but are also not caused by the ACA.  They do not show Article III standing. 

First, plaintiff Grapek’s “injury” in saving money now for health insurance is 

illusory.2  No harm results from saving; saving money only enlarges Mr. Grapek’s financial 

reserves. It is only when he actually spends his savings to purchase health insurance, or 

incurs a penalty for failing to do so, that he could suffer a financial loss sufficient to confer 

2 Only Mr. Grapek alleges that he is saving money to afford health insurance.  SAC ¶ 14. 

4
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standing. Cf. Miller v. Nissan Motor Acceptance Corp., 362 F.3d 209, 221-23 (3d Cir. 2004) 

(plaintiffs failed to allege a cognizable injury where they “never paid [an] early termination 

charge” and therefore “were not harmed by it,” even if they had made the decision not to 

initiate early termination because of the lease provision that they sought to challenge).  It 

cannot be known now whether Mr. Grapek will be subject to the minimum coverage 

provision in 2014, or whether he may benefit from insurance between now and then; he 

cannot convert a speculation as to future injury into a concrete present injury simply by 

claiming that he is saving now “just in case.”  

Furthermore, the “pressure” to save, Pls.’ Mem. at 4-5, is not fairly traceable to the 

ACA. Plaintiffs argue that they “feel pressure to start saving” and “have arranged [their] 

personal affairs” such that they need to save now. Id. at 4-5. But the source of this pressure 

is not the ACA, but plaintiffs themselves. Contrary to plaintiffs’ claims, they do have a 

“choice” now, id. at 5; they are choosing to order their financial affairs in a particular 

fashion. As such, the decision to save now “stems not from the operation of [the ACA] but 

from [plaintiffs’] own personal ‘wish.’”  See McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 228 (2003). 

This reordering of finances causes no present harm, nor is it traceable to the ACA; “a host of 

articulable and inarticulable reasons”—far more plausible than the anticipated effect of the 

ACA—may lead Mr. Grapek to choose “not to purchase” other things to amass savings now. 

Sanner v. Bd. of Trade of City of Chi., 62 F.3d 918, 923-24 (7th Cir. 1995). 

Second, plaintiffs’ alleged attempts to contract for insurance, Pls.’ Mem. at 2-3, 

cannot create a present injury-in-fact.  The Secretary of HHS has not determined yet the 

criteria for certification of plans on the Exchanges.  It is therefore difficult to understand any 

rationale for consulting insurance companies now about insurance options in 2014.  Mr. 

5
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Thompson’s implausible allegations are “not entitled to be assumed true” and do not support 

standing. Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937, 1951 (2009) (citing Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 

550 U.S. 544, 554-55 (2007)). The Act in no way requires Mr. Thompson to explore 

insurance options that do not yet exist, and therefore any harm Mr. Thompson may suffer 

from discussions with insurers now is attributable to his own choice, not the ACA.   

Third, plaintiffs’ allegation that they provide information to insurers, Pls.’ Mem. at 3, 

is likewise not a present injury attributable to the ACA.  As discussed above, because the 

criteria for certification of qualified health plans on the Exchanges have not yet been 

established, plaintiff can only speculate as to what information insurers will request. And 

their speculation that, in 2014, qualified plans will demand “detailed information concerning 

[plaintiffs’] health status,” Pls.’ Mem. at 3, is particularly farfetched, given that the ACA in 

2014 will bar plans from basing enrollment decisions on an applicant’s particular medical 

information. Pub. L. No. 111-148, § 1201. This speculation as to the behavior of insurers 

three years from now do not establish an injury-in-fact. In sum, plaintiffs’ guesswork as to 

the possibility that they will be injured in the future by the ACA do not show their standing. 

See, e.g., Rosen v. Tenn. Comm’r of Fin. & Admin., 288 F.3d 918, 929 (6th Cir. 2002) 

(rejecting plaintiffs’ argument that “[s]ince they . . . will potentially be affected by [the 

statute] in the future, . . . they ha[d] the requisite personal stake in its implementation now”). 

B. Plaintiffs’ Claims Are Unripe 

Similarly, plaintiffs’ challenge is not ripe for review because it is neither “fit[] . . . for 

judicial decision” nor is there any “hardship to the parties [from] withholding court 

consideration.” Abbott Labs. v. Gardner, 387 U.S. 136, 149 (1967). First, it is not “like[ly] 

that the harm alleged by the plaintiffs will” occur. United Steelworkers, Local 2116 v. 
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Cyclops Corp., 860 F.2d 189, 194 (6th Cir. 1988). Plaintiffs’ claims of injury are 

“contingent on future events that may not occur as anticipated, or indeed may not occur at 

all,” and their claim is not ripe.  See Thomas v. Union Carbide Agric. Prods. Co., 473 U.S. 

568, 580-81 (1985) (citation and internal quotation omitted).  And no exception for a pre-

enforcement challenge exists here.  It is not “highly probable” that plaintiffs are injured by 

the minimum coverage provision now.  Pls.’ Mem. at 15. Rather, it is highly improbable. 

After submitting three affidavits and an expert report with their opposition brief, 

plaintiffs claim that this case is ripe for adjudication because their claims are “purely legal.” 

Pls.’ Mem. at 14, 15.  Ripeness, though, turns not merely on the nature of the claim, but also 

on whether and when it will arise. Although a “factual record [that] is sufficiently 

developed” may not impact the merits, Cyclops Corp., 860 F.2d at 194, plaintiffs’ standing to 

bring their claims relies on facts not yet established.  As the Supreme Court framed the 

inquiry in Toilet Goods Ass’n v. Gardner, the issue is not only “how adequately a court can 

deal with the legal issue presented, but also . . . the degree and nature of the regulation’s 

present effect on those seeking relief.”  387 U.S. 158, 164 (1967). Even where the issue 

presented is “a purely legal question,” id. at 163, uncertainty as to whether a statutory 

provision will harm the plaintiffs renders the controversy unripe, id. at 163-64. 

Second, there is no “hardship” to plaintiffs warranting judicial review. Abbott Labs., 

387 U.S. at 149; Cyclops Corp., 860 F.2d at 194. Plaintiffs will not be harmed by waiting to 

bring their challenge as a refund action for their 2014 taxes. Signaling the weakness of this 

argument, plaintiffs instead focus on the harm to defendants if review is delayed.  Pls.’ Mem. 

at 17. But plaintiffs cannot peg ripeness on another party’s supposed injury; they must show 

that their own claims are ripe.  DaimlerChrysler Corp. v. Cuno, 547 U.S. 332, 352 (2006) 
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(quoting Allen v. Wright, 468 U.S. 737, 752 (1984)). They fail to do so. 

C. The Anti-Injunction Act Bars Plaintiffs’ Claims  

This Court lacks jurisdiction over plaintiffs’ claims for a third reason.  Plaintiffs seek 

an advance ruling that they should not be subject to the “tax penalty,” SAC ¶ 20, that they 

may face under the ACA if they are subject to, but do not comply with, the minimum 

coverage provision. The Anti-Injunction Act (“AIA”), 26 U.S.C. § 7421(a), bars their claim 

for relief in this forum. Under the AIA, plaintiffs must pay any penalty to which they may be 

subject and seek a refund before pressing their challenge to the minimum coverage provision.      

Plaintiffs contend that the AIA does not apply here because Congress imposed a 

“penalty,” not a “tax.” Pls.’ Mem. at 17.  They rely primarily on the district court decision 

in Florida, which reasoned that Congress did not mean to exercise its taxing power when it 

enacted the minimum coverage provision, that the taxing-power argument was instead an 

invention of the government’s lawyers after the Act was passed, and that it would therefore 

be “inappropriate” to apply the AIA to a challenge to that provision.  716 F. Supp. 2d at 

1141. This is simply wrong.  In fact, Congressional leaders repeatedly and explicitly 

defended the provision as an exercise of the taxing power as well as an exercise of the 

commerce power. See, e.g., 156 Cong. Rec. H1854, H1882 (daily ed. Mar. 21, 2010) (Rep. 

Miller); 156 Cong. Rec. H1824, H1826 (daily ed. Mar. 21, 2010) (Rep. Slaughter); 155 

Cong. Rec. S13,751, S13,753 (daily ed. Dec. 22, 2009) (Sen. Leahy); 155 Cong. Rec. 

S13,558, S13,581-82 (daily ed. Dec. 20, 2009) (Sen. Baucus).3 

In any event, the AIA applies to challenges of both “taxes” and “penalties” that may 

3 The Florida court decided the Anti-Injunction Act question, as well as the issue of the 
taxing power discussed below, on the basis of arguments that were not briefed by the parties 
there. That court accordingly lacked the benefit of these citations proving Congressional intent. 
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be assessed under the Internal Revenue Code.  The penalty under the minimum coverage 

provision is “assessed and collected in the same manner” as other penalties under the Internal 

Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 5000A(g)(1), and, like these other penalties, it is covered by the 

AIA, 26 U.S.C. § 6671(a); see, e.g., Barr v. United States, 736 F.2d 1134, 1135 (7th Cir. 

1984) (“Section 6671 provides that the penalty at issue here is a tax for purposes of the Anti-

Injunction Act.”); Reams v. Vrooman-Fehn Printing Co., 140 F.2d 237, 240 (6th Cir. 1944) 

(relying on predecessor to Section 6671 to hold that penalty was subject to AIA).4 

Plaintiffs rely on several cases from the 1920’s, holding that certain taxing measures 

were not subject to the AIA, because, in the view of the Court at the time, they were actually 

“penalties” and not true “taxes.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 17-18 (citing, e.g., Hill v. Wallace, 259 U.S. 

44 (1922)). But the Supreme Court has since expressly abandoned that distinction—and the 

cases on which plaintiffs rely—and has recognized that the AIA applies to suits challenging 

the constitutionality of provisions in the Internal Revenue Code, even where the suit alleges 

that the government has acted for a “non-tax-related motive[].”  Bob Jones Univ. v. Simon, 

416 U.S. 725, 740-41 & n.12 (1974).     

Plaintiffs also contend that the AIA should not apply because they intend to challenge 

4 In Florida, the district court relied on an Eleventh Circuit case to hold that the AIA 
applies only to “truly revenue-raising tax statutes.” 716 F. Supp. 2d at 1141 (citing Mobile 
Republican Assembly v. United States, 353 F.3d 1357 (11th Cir. 2003)). That case involved the 
penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 527(j), which, unlike the minimum coverage penalty, 26 U.S.C. § 
5000A, was not subject to the statutory mandate that the AIA would apply to it in the same 
manner as it would to taxes.  See 26 U.S.C. § 6671, 7421. Mobile Republican nonetheless held 
that the AIA barred suit; the circuit court rejected the theory on which the Florida district court 
relied that the AIA would not apply where “adverse revenue consequences were imposed for 
non-tax purposes.” Mobile Republican, 353 F.3d at 1362 n.5. Neither the Florida court nor this 
Court is free to substitute its judgment for that of Congress, expressed in the Internal Revenue 
Code, of what jurisdictional limitations are “appropriate” or “inappropriate” for suits seeking to 
restrain the assessment or collection of taxes or penalties. 
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only the ACA’s minimum coverage provision, 26 U.S.C. § 5000A, and not the tax penalty 

that may result from a failure to comply with that provision.  Pls.’ Mem. at 18. But, as 

plaintiffs correctly acknowledge, “the penalty provision would be a nullity” if they were to 

prevail in this suit. Id.  And it is the substantive effect of the suit, and not the plaintiffs’ 

characterization of their motives, that matters here.  The AIA bars any injunction that “would 

necessarily preclude” the collection of taxes or penalties under the Internal Revenue Code. 

Bob Jones Univ., 416 U.S. at 731-32; see also Ecclesiastical Order of the ISM of AM, Inc. v. 

IRS, 725 F.2d 398, 401 (6th Cir. 1984); Dickens v. United States, 671 F.2d 969, 971 (6th Cir. 

1982). 

The Anti-Injunction Act thus applies to this premature challenge to the 

constitutionality of the ACA’s minimum coverage provision.  Plaintiffs must follow the 

procedures that Congress has specified for such a challenge; they must pay any penalty to 

which they may be subject and pursue their claims in a suit for a refund. 

II. 	 CONGRESS ACTED WELL WITHIN ITS CONSTITUTIONAL POWERS IN 
ADOPTING THE MINIMUM COVERAGE PROVISION  

Plaintiffs claim that Congress exceeded its Article I powers in enacting the minimum 

coverage provision. To prevail on this claim, they must make a “plain showing that 

Congress has exceeded its constitutional bounds.’” United States v. Ostrander, 411 F.3d 

684, 694 (6th Cir. 2005). They cannot meet this heavy burden, as the provision is well 

within Congressional authority for three main reasons. First, Congress found the provision 

necessary to ensure the effectiveness of its larger regulation of the interstate insurance 

industry. It is well established that the commerce power permits Congress to enact 

regulations that it determines are integral to a larger regulation of interstate markets.  Second, 
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even if the minimum coverage provision were considered in isolation, it addresses activity 

with substantial effects on interstate commerce. It falls within the commerce power for this 

reason as well.  Third, the minimum coverage provision operates as a tax, and is a valid 

exercise of Congress’s independent taxing authority under the General Welfare Clause. 

A.	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Is an Integral Part of the Larger 
Regulatory Scheme, and Is Necessary and Proper to Congress’s 
Regulation of Interstate Commerce  

Congress enacted the ACA to address a national crisis—an interstate health care 

market constituting one-sixth of the American economy, in which tens of millions of 

Americans went without insurance coverage and in which the costs of treatment spiraled out 

of control. As part of a comprehensive reform effort seeking, among other things, to reduce 

the ranks of the uninsured, the ACA regulates quintessentially economic decisions regarding 

the means of payment for health care services.  In particular, the ACA reforms insurance 

industry practices; it prevents insurers from denying or revoking coverage for those with pre

existing conditions, and it prevents insurers from charging discriminatory rates for persons 

because of those conditions.  Pub. L. No. 111-148, § 1201. These “guaranteed issue” and 

“community rating” reforms directly regulate the interstate health insurance market, and they 

fall within Congress’s authority to regulate that market under its commerce power.  See 

United States v. S-E Underwriters Ass’n, 322 U.S. 533, 552-53 (1944). These are reasonable 

measures to protect consumers from practices that would prevent them from obtaining or 

retaining insurance in the event of unexpected, and possibly catastrophic, illness or injury. 

Congress also found the minimum coverage provision to be necessary to effectuate 

this regulation of the insurance industry. If the bar on denying coverage or charging more to 

people because of pre-existing conditions were not coupled with a minimum coverage 
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provision, individuals would have powerful incentives to wait until they fall ill before they 

buy health insurance. Pub. L. No. 111-148, §§ 1501(a)(2)(I), 10106(a) (codified at 42 U.S.C. 

§ 18091(a)(2)(I)).  Without that provision, the insurance industry reforms would create a 

spiral of rising premiums and a declining number of individuals covered.  See Health Reform 

in the 21st Century: Insurance Market Reforms: Hearing Before the H. Comm. on Ways and 

Means, 111th Cong. 13 (2009) (Uwe Reinhardt, Ph.D.).  The minimum coverage provision 

thus is “‘an essential part of a larger regulation of economic activity, in which the regulatory 

scheme could be undercut unless the intrastate activity were regulated,’” and is well within 

the commerce power.  Gonzales v. Raich, 545 U.S. 1, 24-25 (2005) (quoting United States v. 

Lopez, 514 U.S. 549, 561 (1995)); see also United States v. Rose, 522 F.3d 710, 717 (6th Cir. 

2008); United States v. Faasse, 265 F.3d 475, 482 (6th Cir. 2001) (en banc). 

Plaintiffs do not dispute that the insurance industry reforms are within the commerce 

power. Nor do they dispute that the minimum coverage provision is necessary to make these 

larger regulations of the interstate market effective.  These concessions establish that 

Congress acted within its commerce power. See Thomas More Law Ctr., 2010 WL 3952805, 

at *9 (recognizing that the minimum coverage provision “operates as an essential part of a 

comprehensive regulatory scheme” and thus is valid under Raich). 

The same result holds under the Necessary and Proper Clause.  If Congress has 

authority to enact a regulation of interstate commerce—as it plainly does for its regulation of 

health insurance policies in the interstate market—“it possesses every power needed to make 

that regulation effective.”  United States v. Wrightwood Dairy Co., 315 U.S. 110, 118-19 

(1942). “‘If it can be seen that the means adopted are really calculated to attain the end, the 

degree of their necessity, the extent to which they conduce to the end, the closeness of the 
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relationship between the means adopted and the end to be attained, are matters for 

congressional determination alone.’” United States v. Comstock, 130 S. Ct. 1949, 1957 

(2010) (quoting Burroughs v. United States, 290 U.S. 534, 547-48 (1934)). 

So long as a provision is rationally related to the implementation of an enumerated 

power, it must be sustained under the Necessary and Proper Clause, absent a violation of 

some independent constitutional prohibition. See, e.g., Sabri v. United States, 541 U.S. 600, 

605 (2004). The Act’s “guaranteed issue” and “community rating” reforms of the insurance 

market are, unquestionably, exercises of the commerce power.  The minimum coverage 

provision is not only rationally related, but indeed is “essential,” to the implementation of 

these reforms. 42 U.S.C. § 18091(a)(2)(I).  That is the end of the matter. 

Plaintiffs argue that the Necessary and Proper Clause is not “a free floating, 

independent basis for upholding the constitutionality of legislation,” and that the clause 

justifies a Congressional exercise of power only where it is “related to the implementation of 

a constitutionally enumerated power.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 32.  Defendants agree. Plaintiffs, 

though, do not dispute that Congress acted within its enumerated commerce power in 

regulating the terms of insurance policies sold in the interstate market.  Nor do they dispute 

that Congress rationally found the minimum coverage provision to be necessary for those 

regulations to work.  That provision is plainly valid, both under the commerce power test 

described in Raich and under the Necessary and Proper Clause precedents.   

B. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Regulates Conduct with Substantial 
Effects on Interstate Commerce 

Even if viewed in isolation from the larger statutory scheme, the minimum coverage 

provision is well within Congress’s commerce power, as it regulates conduct with substantial 
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effects on interstate commerce.  The Commerce Clause affords Congress broad authority to 

“regulate activities that substantially affect interstate commerce.” Raich, 545 U.S. at 16-17. 

This includes power not only to regulate markets directly, but also to regulate even non

commercial matters that have clear and direct economic effects on interstate commerce.  See 

United States v. Bowers, 594 F.3d 522, 528 (6th Cir. 2010). The determinative question is 

whether Congress could rationally find that the conduct it seeks to regulate has, in the 

aggregate, a substantial effect on interstate commerce. See Raich, 545 U.S. at 22. 

Defendants have explained many of the ways in which economic decisions regarding 

how to pay for health care services substantially affect interstate commerce.  See Defs.’ 

Mem. in Supp. of Mot. to Dismiss at 31-36.  In the aggregate, decisions to forego insurance 

coverage and instead attempt to pay for health care out-of-pocket drive up the cost of 

insurance and hinder small employers in providing coverage to their employees.  The result 

“is a vicious cycle because these uninsured workers turn to emergency rooms for health care 

which in turn increases costs for employers and families with health insurance.”  H.R. REP. 

No. 111-443, pt. II, at 985 (2010). The costs of caring for the uninsured who prove unable to 

pay, at least $43 billion in 2008 alone, are shifted to providers, to the insured population in 

the form of higher premiums, to governments, and to taxpayers.  42 U.S.C. § 18091(a)(2)(F); 

see also CEA, ECONOMIC REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT 187 (Feb. 2010). 

Plaintiffs nowhere dispute that the uninsured, in the aggregate, consume tens of 

billions of dollars in uncompensated care each year, or that the uninsured shift their costs 

onto other participants in the health care market.  This resolves the matter, because Congress 

may regulate activity that, in the aggregate, imposes such substantial burdens on an interstate 

market. See, e.g., Faasse, 265 F.3d at 490-91. 
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Plaintiffs cannot avoid this result by asserting that the decision as to how to finance 

one’s health care needs is “inactivity.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 21. To begin with, the characterization 

is inaccurate.  The uninsured, as a class, do not sit passively in relation to the health care 

market. As defendants have shown, the empirical evidence shows that the uninsured 

regularly use health care services, and regularly purchase and drop insurance coverage.  See 

Defs.’ Mem. at 33-34. The point is not, as plaintiffs misstate it, “inactivity in the aggregate 

somehow gives rise to activity that substantially affects interstate commerce.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 

21. It is rather that the uninsured engage in activity that shifts at least $43 billion of the costs 

of their medical care each year to other market participants.  These costs do not appear out of 

thin air. They instead arise from individual conduct by the uninsured that in aggregation has 

enormous economic consequences—the economic activity of obtaining health care services 

for which they do not, and cannot, fully pay.  The conduct of the uninsured population—their 

active use of the health care system, their economic decisions as to how to finance that use, 

their migration in and out of coverage, and their shifting of costs on to the rest of the system 

when they cannot pay—plainly is economic activity.  Indeed, the uninsured are even more 

directly engaged in economic activity than the plaintiffs in Raich, who consumed only home

grown marijuana and had no intent to enter the marijuana market. 

Plaintiffs’ contrary argument depends on the premise that the choice of one method to 

finance one’s inevitable health care expenditures is “activity,” which Congress could 

regulate, while the choice of another method of finance is “passivity,” which Congress lacks 

power to address. But Congressional power does not turn on whether a creative party could 

categorize his conduct as “active” or “passive.”  The defendant in Faasse, for example, could 

not claim that his “nonuse of interstate channels” rendered him exempt from regulation.  265 
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F.3d at 486.5  Moreover, it has long been understood that Congress may use the power of 

eminent domain—that is, the power to compel a private party to enter into a transaction—in 

furtherance of its enumerated powers, including its Commerce Clause authority.  See Berman 

v. Parker, 348 U.S. 26, 33 (1954) (“Once the object is within the authority of Congress, the 

right to realize it through the exercise of eminent domain is clear.  For the power of eminent 

domain is merely the means to the end.”); Luxton v. N. River Bridge Co., 153 U.S. 525, 529

30 (1894) (collecting cases) (upholding the use of eminent domain as a means to execute 

Congress’s Commerce Clause authority). A property owner could not defeat this exercise of 

the commerce power by calling himself “passive.”  Nor could the subjects of the numerous 

provisions in the United States Code that require the purchase of insurance exempt 

themselves by deeming themselves “passive.”  See, e.g., 30 U.S.C. § 1257(f); 42 U.S.C. 

§ 4012a; 49 U.S.C. § 13906(a)(1).  The inquiry never has been whether the target of 

regulation is active or passive.  It is, rather, whether it has substantial effects on interstate 

commerce. Here, decisions regarding how to pay for health care do have those effects, and 

regulation of those decisions is valid under the Commerce Clause. Raich, 545 U.S. at 16-17.   

Plaintiffs also argue that 26 U.S.C. § 5000A must be invalid, because no principled 

line can be drawn between that provision and a limitless Congressional “police power.”  Pls.’ 

Mem. at 21-22. But there is no need to speculate here as to the limits of Congress’s 

commerce power. Those limits are set forth in Supreme Court precedent, and the minimum 

coverage provision falls well within them.  In Lopez and Morrison, the Supreme Court 

5  Plaintiffs attempt to distinguish Faasse by asserting that the defendant’s failure to make 
a payment was “an act.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 28. The distinction that plaintiffs wish to draw between 
an “active” failure to pay in that case and the supposedly “passive” failure by the uninsured 
population to make full payment for their health care expenditures is not readily apparent. 
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recognized that Congress may not use the Commerce Clause to regulate a purely non

economic subject matter, if that subject matter bears no more than an “attenuated” 

connection to interstate commerce, and if the regulation does not form part of a broader 

scheme of economic regulation.  United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S. 598, 615 (2000); 

Lopez, 514 U.S. at 567 (Congress may not “pile inference upon inference” to find a link 

between the regulated activity and interstate commerce). 

In contrast to those cases, “[n]o piling is needed here to show that Congress was 

within its prerogative” to regulate interstate commerce.  Sabri, 541 U.S. at 608. The ACA 

does not depend on “attenuated” links between its subject matter and interstate commerce.  It 

instead directly regulates a quintessentially economic subject matter, the financing of 

payments in the unique health care market.  That market is unlike any other market, in part 

because “[n]o one can guarantee his or her health, or ensure that he or she will never 

participate in the health care market.”  Thomas More Law Ctr., 2010 WL 3952805, at *9. 

The question is not whether health care expenses will be incurred, but instead how those 

expenses will be paid for, and by whom. The minimum coverage provision, then, does not 

create commerce in order to regulate it, as plaintiffs apparently assume when they describe 

the Commerce Clause as “limitless.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 21. Instead, Congress recognized that 

commercial transactions already occur, and that substantial effects on interstate commerce 

arise when some commercial actors are required to cover the costs of health care transactions 

that the uninsured enter into, but cannot pay for.  Congress can take steps to ensure that the 

uninsured contribute their share of the bill, without in any sense broaching the limits on its 

ability to address purely non-economic matters established under Lopez and Morrison. 

Plaintiffs also contend that the minimum coverage provision cannot constitutionally 
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be applied to them, or to other persons with incomes of more than 400% of the federal 

poverty level, because “they intend to pay out of pocket for all future care, including 

catastrophic care.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 22.6  They argue that Congress did not make a specific 

finding that uninsured persons with higher incomes shift their health care costs on to the rest 

of the system.  Id.  But the courts “have never required Congress to make particularized 

findings in order to legislate” under its Article I powers, let alone findings at the level of 

specificity that plaintiffs here demand.  Raich, 545 U.S. at 21; see also id. at 21 n.32. 

In any event, plaintiffs’ premise—that only the lower-income portion of the uninsured 

population shifts their costs—is wrong. Even higher-income persons without insurance pay 

on average less than half of the full cost of their medical care, and they thereby obligate other 

market participants to pay for the care that they receive.  See Bradley Herring, The Effect of 

the Availability of Charity Care to the Uninsured on the Demand for Private Health 

Insurance, 24 J. HEALTH ECON. 225, 230 (2005). This is not surprising.  Cancer, to take only 

one example, will not strike a relatively affluent person with any more warning than it will a 

poor person. Without insurance, few people could entirely absorb the $150,000 or more it 

costs annually to treat many common forms of cancer.  See Neal J. Meropol et al., Cost of 

Cancer Care: Issues and Implications, 25 J. CLIN. ONCOL. 180, 182 (2007). 

6  Plaintiffs base this claim on their implausible assertion that the uninsured frequently 
“contract with private hospitals to pay for catastrophic care out of pocket on agreeable terms.” 
Pls.’ Mem. at 24.  It is not clear how plaintiffs envision that an uninsured patient could negotiate 
rates at the emergency room door before being admitted for surgery.  This negotiation is in any 
event forbidden under the Emergency Medical Treatment and Labor Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1395dd, 
which requires hospitals that participate in Medicare to stabilize any patient who arrives with an 
emergency condition, regardless of ability to pay.  Plaintiffs’ assertion that such negotiations are 
both possible and common turns on their misreading of their cited material; the term “fee-for
service” refers to a method of payment by insurers to medical providers. CONG. BUDGET 
OFFICE, KEY ISSUES IN ANALYZING MAJOR HEALTH INSURANCE PROPOSALS 102 (Dec. 2008). 
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Congress, then, had far more than a rational basis not to excise plaintiffs out of the 

class that it regulated.  The uninsured, including those with higher incomes, shift the costs of 

their medical care on to other market participants.  And persons with both high and low 

incomes would have an incentive to game the system and to undermine the Act’s 

“guaranteed-issue” and “community-rating” reforms in the absence of the minimum 

coverage provision. In any event, apart from these obvious bases for Congress’s policy 

judgment, Congress is not required to individualize a regulation of nationwide applicability. 

Because the “general regulatory statute bears a substantial relation to commerce, the de 

minimis character of individual instances arising under that statute is of no consequence,” 

Raich, 545 U.S. at 17 (quoting Lopez, 514 U.S. at 558); see also Bowers, 594 F.3d at 524. 

C. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Is a Valid Exercise of Congress’s 
Independent Power Under the General Welfare Clause 

Plaintiffs’ challenge to the minimum coverage provision fails for a third reason. 

Congress also validly enacted the provision as an exercise of its taxing and spending power 

under the General Welfare Clause of Article I.  The test of whether a provision is an exercise 

of the taxing authority does not turn on the labels that Congress chose, but instead on the 

“practical operation” of the provision.  Nelson v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 312 U.S. 359, 363 

(1941); see also United States v. Sotelo, 436 U.S. 268, 275 (1978) (funds owed by operation 

of Internal Revenue Code had “essential character as taxes” despite statutory label as 

“penalties”). And the minimum coverage provision plainly operates as a tax, that is, as a 

“pecuniary burden laid upon individuals or property for the purpose of supporting the 

Government.” United States v. New York, 315 U.S. 510, 515-16 (1942). Only individuals 

who are required to file income tax returns for a given year are subject to this provision. 26 
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U.S.C. § 5000A(e)(2). If the penalty applies, it is calculated by reference to the taxpayer’s 

household income.  26 U.S.C. § 5000A(c)(1), (2).  The taxpayer must report any penalty on 

his return for the tax year, as an addition to his income tax liability. 26 U.S.C. 

§ 5000A(b)(2). And the revenues derived from the provision go to the general treasury. 

Plaintiffs contend that the minimum coverage provision is not an exercise of the 

taxing power, because it lacks a “statutorily-identified revenue-generating purpose.” Pls.’ 

Mem. at 33. But, during the Congressional debate on the ACA, the Congressional Budget 

Office estimated that the minimum coverage provision would produce about $4 billion in 

annual revenue for the general treasury. Letter from Douglas W. Elmendorf, Director, CBO, 

to Rep. Nancy Pelosi, Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives at tbl. 4 at 2 (Mar. 20, 2010). 

Congress, then, had a revenue-raising purpose in enacting 26 U.S.C. § 5000A.7   This places 

the provision squarely within the taxing power. See United States v. Sanchez, 340 U.S. 42, 

44 (1950); United States v. Birmley, 529 F.2d 103, 106 (6th Cir. 1976).  

Plaintiffs argue that the minimum coverage provision cannot be an exercise of the 

taxing power, because no revenues would be derived if the tax worked as Congress intended. 

Pls.’ Mem. at 34.  But that is the case with a wide variety of impositions—such as those 

governing marijuana, gambling, and firearms—that the Supreme Court has upheld as 

exercises of the tax power. See Sonzinsky v. United States, 300 U.S. 506, 512 (1937) 

(firearms); United States v. Kahriger, 345 U.S. 22, 27 (1953) (gambling); see generally 

7  The Florida court surmised that Congress must have lacked a purpose to raise revenue, 
because a Joint Committee of Taxation (“JCT”) report failed to mention revenues to be derived 
from the minimum coverage provision.  716 F. Supp. 2d at 1138. That report did not list those 
revenues because, as it expressly stated, “[d]etails of estimates of tax provisions included in Title 
I” of the Act, i.e., tax provisions like the minimum coverage provision, were instead listed in the 
CBO’s letters to Congressional leaders. JCT, Report JCX-10-10 at 3 n.1 (Mar. 11, 2010). 
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Sanchez, 340 U.S. at 44 (upholding marijuana tax) (“[A] tax does not cease to be valid 

merely because it regulates, discourages, or even definitely deters the activities taxed.”). 

Plaintiffs also argue that the provision cannot be an exercise of the taxing power, because the 

revenues derived from the provision will constitute a small part of the total revenues derived 

under the ACA. Pls.’ Mem. at 34 n.47. The relevance of this proposition is unclear; the fact 

that other provisions in the ACA will also contribute to its deficit-reducing effect does not 

change the nature of the minimum coverage provision.  The minimum coverage provision is 

expected to generate more than $4 billion in revenue, and that is dispositive for constitutional 

purposes.  See, e.g., Nigro v. United States, 276 U.S. 332, 353 (1928) (measure that raised $1 

million per year was exercise of taxing power).8 

Plaintiffs also argue that, because 26 U.S.C. § 5000A refers to a “penalty,” Congress 

must not have intended it to be an exercise of the taxing power. Pls.’ Mem. at 33. Plaintiffs 

rely on the similar reasoning of the Florida district court.  See 716 F. Supp. 2d at 1134.  As 

discussed above, the Florida court is wrong as a matter of fact and of law.  Congress enacted 

26 U.S.C. § 5000A as part of the Internal Revenue Code, and provided that any resulting 

penalty would be paid with the taxpayer’s annual income tax return.  The Florida court 

nonetheless reasoned that Congressional leaders attempted to hide the nature of 26 U.S.C. 

§ 5000A as a taxing provision.  The notion that Congress used tax returns as a hiding place 

for a tax is not only incongruous, but at odds with the statements of Congressional leaders 

8  In addition, the bipartisan Joint Committee on Taxation in its report detailing the 
revenue provisions of the final bill, expressly noted that the penalty under the minimum coverage 
provision was to be “assessed through the [Internal Revenue] Code and accounted for as an 
additional amount of Federal tax owed.” JCT, Report JCX-18-10, at 33 (Mar. 21, 2010). The 
Report then noted specifically as to the role of the Internal Revenue Service in enforcing the 
minimum coverage provision, “IRS authority to assess and collect taxes is generally provided in 
subtitle F, ‘Procedure and Administration’ in the Code.” Id. at 33 n.68. 
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during the legislative debate, repeatedly and explicitly defending the minimum coverage 

provision as an exercise of the taxing power.  See supra page 8. 

Overriding this evidence, and ignoring the constitutionally dispositive fact that 

Congress structured the provision to operate as a tax, the Florida court instead found it 

significant that other bills under consideration in Congress had explicitly used the term “tax.” 

But in light of the Supreme Court’s consistent holdings that labels are not dispositive, see 

Sotelo, 436 U.S. at 275 (holding that a provision labeled a “penalty” was a tax); United 

States v. Reorganized CF&I Fabricators, 518 U.S. 213, 221 (1996) (holding that provision 

labeled a “tax” was a penalty), Congress could hardly be faulted for taking the Court at its 

word.9  Indeed, the legislative record is more consistent with the conclusion that Congress 

used the terms “taxes” and “penalties” interchangeably. For example, the employer 

responsibility provision of the ACA alternatively describes the same funds owed from certain 

employers that fail to provide adequate coverage to its employees as a “payment,” 26 U.S.C. 

§ 4980H(a), a “tax” id. § 4980H(b)(2),  and a “penalt[y],” id. § 4980H(d). And, as noted, 

Members of Congress repeatedly invoked the taxing power during the public debates. 

Plaintiffs also argue—again relying on the reasoning of the Florida court—that 

Congress must not have exercised the taxing power, because it made findings relevant to the 

Commerce Clause when it enacted 26 U.S.C. § 5000A.  Pls.’ Mem. at 33 (citing Florida, 716 

F. Supp. 2d at 1136). But “[t]he question of the constitutionality of action taken by Congress 

9  The history of the Coal Act, 26 U.S.C. § 9701 et seq., is instructive. Congress initially 
passed a bill providing for taxes and penalties on coal operators to fund retirement benefits for 
employees in the coal industry.  The President vetoed that bill, partly out of an objection to the 
bill’s taxing measures.  The resulting statute described the same system of payments as 
“premiums.”  See Barnhart v. Sigmon Coal Co., 534 U.S. 438, 446 n.6 (2002). Despite this 
history, there is no serious question that the Coal Act was enacted as an exercise of the taxing 
power. See In re Leckie Smokeless Coal Co., 99 F.3d 573, 586 (4th Cir. 1996). 
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does not depend on recitals of the power which it undertakes to exercise.” Woods v. Cloyd 

W. Miller Co., 333 U.S. 138, 144 (1948). Congress may proceed under more than one grant 

of authority, and the inclusion of findings relevant to one of those grants does not mean that a 

provision could not be valid for additional reasons.  Congress, for example, made findings 

relevant to the Commerce Clause when it enacted the Equal Pay Act.  But that statute is also 

a valid exercise of Congress’s Fourteenth Amendment enforcement power, despite the lack 

of statutory findings to that effect. See Timmer v. Mich. Dep’t of Commerce, 104 F.3d 833, 

837, 840 (6th Cir. 1997); see also In re Leckie Smokeless Coal Co., 99 F.3d at 586 (finding 

“premium” on coal operators to be exercise of taxing power despite Commerce Clause 

findings). Moreover, the issue whether the regulated conduct substantially affects interstate 

commerce is, at least in part, an empirical determination as to which Congressional findings 

may be useful. But factual findings are rarely if ever relevant to the exercise of the taxing 

power, so the absence of any such findings in the ACA on that point is of no significance. 

The Florida court also expressed concern that the change from “tax” to “penalty” 

somehow was at odds with the need for “transparency” in the legislative process.  But even 

assuming that the federal courts are to play a role in policing transparency in the legislative 

process, that concern is entirely misplaced here, where the nature and wisdom of the 

minimum coverage provision were the subject of intense public debate, both in Congress and 

nationwide. Whatever may be true about other provisions in other legislation, the minimum 

coverage provision did not fly under the radar. 

Last, plaintiffs argue that 26 U.S.C. § 5000A cannot be a taxing measure, because 

Congress intended to “regulate conduct.” Pls.’ Mem. 34.  Plaintiffs cite to Lochner-era cases 

that held that Congress may not use its taxing power for a regulatory purpose.  Id. at 34-35. 
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As the Florida court recognized, “those holdings had a very short shelf-life.”  716 F. Supp. 

2d at 1132. It is now established that Congress may act with a regulatory purpose—even a 

purpose that might otherwise be beyond its authority under other Article I provisions—in 

enacting a taxing measure.  See Sanchez, 340 U.S. at 44 (1950); Birmley, 529 F.2d at 106. 

Today, those older authorities stand, at most, for the notion that the taxing power may not be 

used to impose “punishment for an unlawful act.”  United States v. LaFranca, 282 U.S. 568, 

572 (1931); see also Dep’t of Revenue of Mont. v. Kurth Ranch, 511 U.S. 767, 781 (1994). 

The minimum coverage provision does not impose any “punishment”; indeed, a criminal 

prosecution cannot lie for a failure to obtain coverage. 26 U.S.C. § 5000A(g)(2)(A). The 

provision does not impose any scienter requirement, and the penalty it imposes can be no 

greater than the cost of qualifying insurance, 26 U.S.C. § 5000A(c)(1)(B).  The provision, 

plainly, encourages persons to obtain insurance, but it does not operate as a punishment for 

those who do not. See Sanchez, 340 U.S. at 45. 

Congress enacted 26 U.S.C. § 5000A as a taxing measure; the tax calculations that it 

prescribes are included with the taxpayer’s annual return and any resulting penalty is 

reported and paid with any other tax liability owed by the taxpayer. It falls well within 

Congress’s independent authority under the General Welfare Clause. 

III. 	 THE MINIMUM COVERAGE PROVISION DOES NOT VIOLATE THE 
CONSTITUTION’S PROTECTION OF FREE ASSOCIATION 

A. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Does Not Infringe on Plaintiffs’ First 
Amendment Right of Expressive Association 

Plaintiffs’ effort to salvage their First Amendment claim is equally unavailing.  They 

assert that the minimum coverage provision violates the First Amendment because they “are 
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compelled to become ‘members’ of insurance groups they ideologically oppose.”  Pls.’ Mem. 

at 43. As defendants have shown, however, the First Amendment is only implicated if 

compelled association “may impair the ability” of a group or an individual to express a 

message. See Roberts v. U.S. Jaycees, 468 U.S. 609, 623 (1984). The minimum coverage 

provision does not impair plaintiffs’ ability to engage in any expressive conduct whatsoever. 

Rather, if the provision applies to plaintiffs at all, it simply requires them to secure health 

insurance from a qualified insurer in 2014 or to pay a penalty.  See 26 U.S.C. § 5000A. 

In the face of this demonstrable infirmity in their claim, plaintiffs now attempt to 

recast it by asserting that their “ability to express their message against health insurance is 

significantly impaired by compulsory association with health insurance.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 43.10 

But the Supreme Court expressly rejected the same argument in Rumsfeld v. Forum for 

Academic & Institutional Rights, 547 U.S. 47 (2006) (“FAIR”). In FAIR, a consortium of 

law schools and law faculties challenged the Solomon Amendment, which requires law 

schools to allow military recruiters on campus or lose federal funding.  They argued that the 

statute affected their ability to express their opposition to discrimination on the basis of 

sexual orientation. The Supreme Court rejected this argument, reasoning that “[s]tudents and 

faculty are free to associate to voice their disapproval of the military’s message; nothing 

about the statute affects the composition of the group by making group membership less 

10 Plaintiffs never alleged in their Second Amended Complaint that the ACA impairs 
their ability to express any message, let alone that the ACA somehow impairs their ability to 
express their dislike of health insurance companies.  Because plaintiffs did not raise this 
allegation in their complaint, this Court should not consider this argument.  See In re Cardinal 
Health Inc. Securities Litig., 426 F. Supp. 2d 688, 727 (S.D. Ohio 2006) (refusing to consider 
allegations raised in plaintiffs’ opposition papers for the first time); see also Wright v. Ernst & 
Young LP, 152 F.3d 169, 178 (2d Cir. 1998) (plaintiffs cannot amend their complaint through 
statements made in an opposition to a motion to dismiss). 
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desirable.” 547 U.S. at 69-70. Accordingly, the Solomon Amendment did not violate a law 

school’s First Amendment expressive association rights because “[a] military recruiter’s 

mere presence on campus does not violate a law school’s right to associate, regardless of 

how repugnant the law school considers the recruiter’s message.”  Id. at 70. 

Like the statute challenged in FAIR, the minimum coverage provision does not violate 

plaintiffs’ expressive association rights simply by requiring them to “associate” with health 

insurers. Nothing in the ACA prohibits plaintiffs from joining together to express their 

views regarding insurance. See id. at 69 (“[A] speaker cannot ‘erect a shield’ against laws 

requiring access ‘simply by asserting’ that mere association ‘would impair its message.’” 

(internal citation omitted)).  Because the ACA does not prevent plaintiffs from advancing 

their views on health insurance, or any other topic, their expressive association claim fails.  

B. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Does Not Infringe Plaintiffs’ 
Constitutionally Protected Intimate Associations  

Plaintiffs fare no better in their attempt to invoke the right of intimate association. 

Plaintiffs (and the amicus) ask this Court to find that the freedom of intimate association bars 

any regulation of the medical profession, because patients “place trust in a particular medical 

practitioner” and disclose “highly personal information” in the course of the relationship. 

Pls.’ Mem. at 37-38; see also Amicus Br. of Alliance for Natural Health at 16-19. 

However, plaintiffs’ challenge fails on its face because the ACA does not burden 

plaintiffs’ ability to receive treatment from “physicians who do not require insurance 

reimbursement.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 39. The ACA does not require plaintiffs to obtain medical 

care; it does not require them to obtain care from doctors not of their choosing; and it does 

not prohibit them from paying for their health care out-of-pocket if they prefer (even if they 
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may later find it helpful to have the backstop of insurance that the ACA offers if they incur a 

need for catastrophic care). Plaintiffs’ claim is not that the ACA prohibits them from visiting 

doctors who do not accept insurance—nothing in the Act does so—but instead that the ACA 

requires them to spend funds on insurance that “they could otherwise dedicate for payment of 

physician services they do want from physicians who accept direct payment rather than 

insurance reimbursement.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 39.  This supposed effect of the ACA imposes at 

best an incidental burden on the plaintiffs, and does not state a constitutional claim.  See 

Christensen v. City of Boone, 483 F.3d 454, 463-64 (7th Cir. 2007).   

Furthermore, plaintiffs’ relationships with doctors are not the type of associations 

protected by the freedom of intimate association.  See Nat’l Ass’n for the Advancement of 

Psychoanalysis v. Cal. Bd. of Psychology, 228 F.3d 1043, 1050 (9th Cir. 2000) (rejecting 

claim that the psychoanalyst-patient relationship warrants intimate association protection). 

The freedom of intimate association protects those relationships that foster “deep 

attachments and commitments to the necessarily few other individuals with whom one shares 

not only a special community of thoughts, experiences, and beliefs but also distinctively 

personal aspects of one’s life.”  Roberts, 468 U.S. at 619-20. In other words, intimate 

associations are “highly personal relationships” characterized by “relative smallness, a high 

degree of selectivity in decisions to begin and maintain the affiliation and seclusion from 

others in critical aspects of the relationship.”  Id. at 618-20. 

Doctors generally are not “highly selective” in the patients they will treat, and the 

relationship lasts “‘only as long as the [patient] is willing to pay the fee.’”  Nat’l Ass’n for 

the Advancement of Psychoanalysis, 228 F.3d at 1050 (internal citation omitted).  Indeed, 

“most federal courts have held that a patient does not have a constitutional right to obtain a 
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particular type of treatment or to obtain treatment from a particular provider if the 

government has reasonably prohibited that type of treatment or provider.”  Mitchell v. 

Clayton, 995 F.2d 772, 775 (7th Cir. 1993).  That is because the doctor-patient relationship 

has not “played a critical role in the culture and traditions of the Nation by cultivating and 

transmitting shared ideals and beliefs.” Roberts, 468 U.S. at 618-19. For this reason, the 

relationship does not qualify for intimate association protection. 

IV. 	 THE MINIMUM COVERAGE PROVISION IS CONSISTENT WITH DUE  
PROCESS 

A. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Does Not Violate a Purported 
Due Process Right to Forego Insurance 

Plaintiffs’ due process claim rests on the fallacy that the ACA requires them to obtain 

medical services against their will. It does not, and thus does not infringe upon their 

fundamental “right to refuse [unwanted medical] service.”  Pls.’ Mem. at 43. Plaintiffs do 

not have to go to the hospital. They do not have to see a doctor participating in an insurance 

plan. Plaintiffs remain free to “attend physicians who are not subject to” the supposed 

influences of insurance. Pls.’ Mem. at 44. Nothing in the ACA implicates in any way the 

protection under the Due Process Clause of the right to refuse medical treatment.  See Cruzan 

v. Director, Missouri Department of Health, 497 U.S. 261 (1990). 

Nor does the Due Process Clause protect a fundamental right, by itself, not to 

purchase health insurance. That is not a right “objectively, deeply rooted in this Nation’s 

history and tradition, and implicit in the concept of ordered liberty, such that neither liberty 

nor justice would exist if they were sacrificed.” Washington v. Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702, 

720-21 (1997) (citation and internal quotation omitted).  The Supreme Court has cautioned 

against recognizing new fundamental rights, “lest the liberty protected by the Due Process 
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Clause be subtly transformed into the policy preferences of the Members of this Court.”  Id.; 

see also Blau v. Fort Thomas Pub. Sch. Dist., 401 F.3d 381, 393-94 (6th Cir. 2005).  Because 

any liberty interests the minimum coverage provision may affect are not “fundamental,” 

plaintiffs’ due process claim is subject to rational basis review, which the provision easily 

passes. See Florida, 716 F. Supp. 2d at 1162. 

B. 	 The Minimum Coverage Provision Does Not Violate a Purported 
Due Process Right of Nondisclosure of Medical Information 

The minimum coverage provision does not require plaintiffs to disclose their medical 

information to health insurers, nor does it require health insurers to seek such disclosures. 

Plaintiffs’ claim of a violation of their right to informational privacy thus fails because they 

do not challenge any governmental action, but only the possibility that private insurers will 

in the future ask them for personal information; any link between the statute and the 

possibility that insurers will seek information is too attenuated for the insurers to be deemed 

state actors. See Teague v. Bhd. of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen, 127 F.2d 53, 56 (6th 

Cir. 1942) (explaining that the Fifth Amendment applies to governmental action, not to 

action by private persons and “[p]rivate parties acting upon their own initiative . . . do not 

thereby offend the guarantees of the Constitution”). Plaintiffs assert, implausibly, that health 

insurers are state actors because “the individual mandate and the PPACA coverage 

provisions . . . cause insurance companies to act as agents of the federal government.”  Pls.’ 

Mem. at 46. They urge this Court to find state action because the ACA “regulates” health 

insurers by requiring them “to meet strict government criteria,” including prohibiting the 

denial of health insurance coverage based on pre-existing conditions. Id. 

But it is well-settled that the regulation of private businesses alone is insufficient to 
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find state action. See Lansing v. City of Memphis, 202 F.3d 821, 830 (6th Cir. 2000) (“it is 

now well-established that state regulation, even when extensive, is not sufficient to justify a 

finding of” state action); see also Adams v. Vandemark, 855 F.2d 312, 316 (6th Cir. 1988) 

(“‘[T]hat programs undertaken by the State result in substantial funding of the activities of a 

private entity is no more persuasive than the fact of regulation of such an entity in 

demonstrating that the State was responsible for decisions made by the entity in the course of 

its business.’” (citing Blum v. Yaretsky, 457 U.S. 991, 1011 (1982)). 

In any event, plaintiffs’ claim that the ACA makes disclosures to insurers 

“mandatory” is simply wrong.  Pls.’ Mem. at 49.  Nothing in the ACA compels plaintiffs to 

disclose their medical information to health insurers, or requires health insurers to seek such 

disclosures. Plaintiffs go to great lengths to describe the behavior of insurers under current 

law. Pls.’ Mem. at 47-48. They fail to recognize, however, that when the ACA goes into 

effect, insurers will be barred from making enrollment decisions on the basis of a particular 

applicant’s medical condition or history, and the enrollment forms for plans in the Exchanges 

will be subject to regulation by the Secretary of HHS. See Pub. L. No. 111-148, §§ 1201, 

1311(c)(1)(F). There is absolutely no reason to assume that, in 2014, plaintiffs will be 

unable to find an insurer that does not seek the sort of medical information that plaintiffs 

object to disclosing.  See Wilson v. Collins, 517 F.3d 421, 430 (6th Cir. 2008) (rejecting 

“purely speculative” due process claim as to possible future disclosure of DNA samples).   

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, defendants’ motion to dismiss should be granted.   
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