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National Federation of Independent Business et.al. v. Sebelius
National Federation of Independent Business et.al. v. Sebelius was a law case filed by the National Federation of Independent Businesses against Kathleen Sebelius, who was the secretary of the United States Department of Health and Human Services. The case followed the ascending of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act into law. The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act was enacted because there was a claim that the majority of the American citizens were receiving healthcare benefits, yet they did not possess any health insurance coverage (Sircy, 2018). Some of the provisions of the Affordable Care Act included a requirement for employers obtain health coverage for their workers, a tax penalty for citizens who did not heed to the governments call of buying and maintaining minimum health insurance and states had to adhere to the expanded Medicaid for them to be legible to receive funds from the federal government.
After Congress passed the Act, there was mass action in Florida by individuals and some states who demanded the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act to be declared a violation of the constitution. The individuals and the national federation of Independent Businesses laid their claims on the ground that employers obtaining health coverage for their workers was an interference with the sovereignty of the states, and the provision to expand Medicaid was not provided for in the constitution (McCauley, 2017). Additionally, the protesters claimed that the decision to have penalties for individuals who did obtain and keep minimum health coverage exceeded the powers of the Congress provided for in the Commerce Clause. The state of Florida sought justice against the law in the District court. Roger Vinson, the judge of the District Court, held that the individual mandate that required individuals who did not obtain a health cover to pay a tax penalty was beyond the capacity of the Congress.
The District Court also withdrew the provision that required employers to obtain insurance covers for their workers, but it upheld the decision by the federal government to expand Medicaid, citing a lack of legal support that it was a violation of the constitution. The United States Department of Health and Human Services appealed the decision by the District Court to the Eleventh Court of Appeals. Betti (2019), states that the judges from the Court of Appeals held that the individual mandate of paying tax penalty was not meant to serve the Anti-Injunction Act; instead, it was a tax by the requirements of the Constitution's Taxing and Spending Clause, and it was to be collected by the Internal Revenue Service through legal means. The Court of Appeals ruling also held that the Congress did not have the power of controlling commercial activities, and stated that Congress did not possess the power to withhold federal funds for Medicaid, in the case states did not comply with the expansion plan (Wierenga, 2017).
The judges from the Eleventh Court of Appeals partly agreed with the ruling of Roger Vinson from the District Courts and partly went against his ruling. The government filed a petition seeking the Supreme Court to revisit the rulings of the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals. In its ruling, the Supreme Court allowed the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, and this meant that the government won the case (Banks, 2017). The chief justice concluded that the tax that was to be paid by individuals who failed to obtain health cover was constitutional, and the tax together with income taxes was to be remitted to the Internal Revenue Service. In a divided ruling, the Supreme Court held that the threat of losing Medicaid funds for states which did not agree with the expansion plan of the Medicaid was unconstitutional. 
Negative consequences as a result of the ruling include that the Medicaid cover does not cover adults who do not have children, and this is a disadvantage to them because they remit taxes to the government hence should be entitled to state services. The Medicaid cover protects adults with children whose income is considerably lower, meaning that it does not entirely cover all the poor people; this implies that some poor persons struggle to access affordable healthcare services. Dorocak (2017), notes that the paying of the tax penalty for those who failed to obtain and maintain health insurance was an extra burden because the fact that they did not possess insurance covers was an indication that they were financially unstable. The implementation of Medicaid meant that healthcare organizations would experience higher numbers of patients, which might have resulted to pressure on limited available resources like human resources. 
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