
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
  
 : 
CONESTOGA WOOD SPECIALISTS CORP., : 
et al., : 
 :  No. 5:12-cv-06744-MSG 
 Plaintiffs, : 
v. : 
 : 
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS, et al., :     ELECTRONICALLY FILED 
 : 
 Defendants.   : 
 : 
 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF OF THE AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION AND THE 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF  PENNSYLVANIA IN OPPOSITION TO 

PLAINTIFFS• MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIO N 
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interest). The same is true here. As discussed above, and as the government points out in its 












