
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 
                                                                                   

____________________________________ 
      )  
MICHIGAN CATHOLIC    ) 
CONFERENCE, et al.   ) 
      ) 
   Plaintiffs,   ) 
      ) 
  v.    ) Case No. 1:13-cv-01247-GJQ   
      )  
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS, et al.  ) 
      ) 
   Defendants.   ) 
____________________________________) 
 

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR INJUNCTION 
PENDING APPEAL 

 
 As plaintiffs recognize in their m otion for an injunction pending appeal and brief in 

support, see ECF Nos. 43, 44, the standard for the relief pl aintiffs now seek is  identical to the  

standard for the relief this Court denied to plaintiffs in its opinion and order denying plaintiffs’ 

motion for preliminary injunction, ECF Nos. 40, 41. 

 In support of the m otion now before this  Court for an injunction pending appeal, 

plaintiffs have merely “incorporate[d] by reference” the arguments they made in support of their 

motion for prelim inary injunction. ECF No. 44. This Court properly found those argum ents 

insufficient to justify such relief because, am ong other reasons, plaintiffs are unlikely to succeed 

on the m erits. For the reasons set out in de fendants’ brief in opposition to the motion for  

preliminary injunction, ECF No. 25, and at oral argument on that motion, and for all the reasons 

set out in this Court’s opinion and order denying that motion, the instant motion for an injunction 

pending appeal should likewise be denied. See, e.g., Opinion and Order Denying Plaintiff’s 

Motion for Preliminary Injunction Pending Appeal, Univ. of Notre Dame v. Sebelius , 3:13-cv-
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1276-PPS-CAN, ECF No. 49 (N.D. Ind. Dec. 23, 2013) (denying motion for prelim inary 

injunction pending appeal because plaintiff’s motion “offer[ed] no new argum ents, relying 

entirely on its briefing and oral  argument in support of its earlier request  for a prelim inary 

injunction,” which had already been de nied); Memorandum Opinion and Order, Archbishop of 

Washington v. Sebelius, 1:13-cv-1441-ABJ, ECF No. 52 (D.D .C. Dec. 23, 2013) (sam e); Order, 

Catholic Diocese of Nashville, 3:13-cv-1303, ECF No. 70 (M.D. Tenn. Dec. 27, 2013) (same). 

Respectfully submitted this 30th day of December, 2013, 

STUART F. DELERY    
      Assistant Attorney General 
      
      KATHLEEN R. HARTNETT  
      Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
       
      PATRICK A. MILES, JR. 
      United States Attorney 
 
      JENNIFER RICKETTS 
      Directo r, Federal Programs Branch 
   
      SHEILA M. LIEBER 
      Deputy Director 
 

    /s/ Jacek Pruski  
      JACEK PRUSKI (CA Bar. No. 277211)   
      Trial Attorney 
      U.S. Department of Justice 
      Civil Division, Federal Programs Branch 
      20 Massachusetts Avenue N.W. 
      Washington, D.C. 20001 
      Tel: (202) 616-2035; Fax: (202) 616-8470 
      Em ail: jacek.pruski@usdoj.gov  
   

Attorneys for Defendant 
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