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about the side effects for these chil-

dren, understand children are in hos-

pice, they are looking at their final 

days, their parents are looking at their 

final days. They take the oil extract 

and they start on the road to recovery. 

The side effect is the choice of death or 

life. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 

PERRY). 
The question was taken; and the Act-

ing Chair announced that the noes ap-

peared to have it. 
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

a recorded vote. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-

ceedings on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania will 

be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PERRY 

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following: 
SEC. l. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to implement the 

United States Global Climate Research Pro-

gram’s National Climate Assessment, the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change’s Fifth Assessment Report, the 

United Nation’s Agenda 21 sustainable devel-

opment plan, or the May 2013 Technical Up-

date of the Social Cost of Carbon for Regu-

latory Impact Analysis under Executive 

Order 12866. 

Mr. PERRY (during the reading). Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

dispense with the reading. 
The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania? 
There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 287, the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania and a Member op-

posed each will control 5 minutes. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment prevents funds from being 

used for the implementation of the 

United States Global Climate Research 

Program’s National Climate Assess-

ment, the Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change’s Fifth Assessment Re-

port, the United Nation’s Agenda 21 

sustainable development plan, or the 

May 2013 Technical Update of the So-

cial Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Im-

pact Analysis under Executive Order 

12866. 
Mr. Chairman, this administration 

and others before it have taken unilat-

eral actions that push a climate change 

agenda that hinders our own domestic 

business and industry. 
Programs such as the United States 

Global Climate Research Program’s 

National Climate Assessment and 

Agenda 21 drive burdensome regula-

tions on unsound science, such as the 

new ozone rules set to take effect this 

October, the waters of the United 
States, and regulations on coal-fired 
power plants. 

I wonder why do we want to fund pro-
grams, panels, and treaties that create 
propaganda, propaganda that looks to 
drive industry out of this country. 

With that, I urge passage of this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, although 
I am not opposed to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-

tion, the gentleman from Texas is rec-

ognized for 5 minutes. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I am 

not going to object, but I am in opposi-

tion to the amendment. So as long as 

the chairman will yield me half of the 

time, I think we are fine. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Of course. 
Mr. FATTAH. Go right ahead. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I do 

want to express my support for the 

gentleman’s amendment. I think it is 

very important that we restrict this or 

any other President’s ability to enter 

into agreements that would interfere 

with our rights as Americans, would 

interfere with the laws as enacted by 

Congress. And that is the intent of 

your amendment, to ensure that the 

laws enacted by Congress or by the leg-

islatures of the several States reign su-

preme and no President can enter into 

any kind of an agreement. We are not 

going to subject ourselves to the law of 

the U.N. or any of these other agree-

ments in here. So I strongly support 

the gentleman’s agreement. 
I would be happy to yield to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 

FATTAH). 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the chairman. And just as strongly as 

the chairman supports it, I oppose it. 

Even though I supported your last 

amendment, this one is headed in the 

wrong direction. 
We have a need to deal with the chal-

lenges around our stewardship of the 

planet Earth and the questions around 

climate and working with our inter-

national neighbors. 
I want to commend the administra-

tion for getting an agreement with 

China around some of these issues. It is 

necessary for our children and our 

grandchildren and great-grandchildren 

that we act as proper stewards. It is 

our obligation, at least in most of our 

religious teachings, that we have a re-

sponsibility to be good stewards. 
So we can’t ignore even for the point 

of profits. You mentioned how this 

might interfere with business interests. 

It is beyond the question of business 

interests. We need clean water, clean 

air, we need a climate that is capable 

of human habitation, at least until we 

can have Europa as a second exit op-

portunity. This is the only planet for 

human beings that we know of and we, 

therefore, have a responsibility. 
And the President under our Con-

stitution is the carrier of our inter-

national activities in terms of the con-

duct of foreign policy, not this Presi-

dent or some other President, but the 

President of the United States has that 

burden and that responsibility under 

our Constitution. 
So I would hope that the House would 

vote this down. I know we won’t. But I 

also know that there will be another 

day in which this legislation will have 

to be considered in a format in which it 

won’t be just the House majority mak-

ing these decisions. 
And thank God for that, because even 

the House majority could be wrong 

every once in a while, as proven by this 

amendment. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I yield back the 

balance of my time. 
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, I cer-

tainly respect the thoughts of my good 

colleague and good friend from Penn-

sylvania. I also want to remind him 

that we went through this last session. 

This very same amendment passed by 

vote. And while we do absolutely have 

the requirement and responsibility for 

the stewardship of the planet, I just 

want to remind everybody here, in case 

you don’t know, we have these new 

ozone rules coming out, set to come 

out, or be codified in October. Yet from 

this administration’s EPA, ozone levels 

have plummeted 33 percent since 1980. 

That is reported from the current ad-

ministration’s EPA. Let me just repeat 

that: ozone levels have plummeted 33 

percent since 1980 because of the good 

work we have done. Yet in a downturn 

economy where the economy is actu-

ally contracted in the first quarter, we 

seek to force more unnecessary rules 

that are unvetted by this Congress, 

this people’s House, on the businesses 

of America and also things like United 

Nations Agenda 21. 

b 0140 

I just feel like those rules and those 

regulations should come at the vetting 

of this body instead of by the United 

Nations. What is good for America 

should be handled by Americans. 
I thank the chairman for his support. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 

PERRY). 
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used by the Department 

of Justice to enforce the Fair Housing Act in 

a manner that relies upon an allegation of li-

ability under section 100.500 of title 24, Code 

of Federal Regulations. 

Mr. GARRETT (during the reading). 

Mr. Chair, I ask unanimous consent 

that the amendment be considered as 

read and printed in the RECORD. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 287, the gentleman 
from New Jersey and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I rise today to offer an amendment 
that stops the Justice Department 
from using one of the most dangerous 
and illogical theories of all time, the 
theory of disparate impact. 

In short, disparate impact allows the 
government to allege discrimination 
on the basis of race or other factors 
based solely on statistical analyses 
that find disproportionate results 
among different groups of people. 

In recent years, the Justice Depart-
ment has increasingly used this dubi-
ous theory in lawsuits against mort-

gage lenders, insurers, and landlords 

and has forced these companies to pay 

multimillion-dollar settlements. 
What is wrong with that, one might 

ask? Under disparate impact, one could 

never have intentionally discriminated 

in any way and even have strong 

antidiscriminatory policies in place 

and still be found to have discrimi-

nated. 
For example, if mortgage lenders use 

a completely objective standard to as-

sess credit risk, such as the debt-to-in-

come ratio, they can still be found to 

have discriminated if the data show 

different loan approval rates for dif-

ferent groups of consumers. 
To be clear, I have zero tolerance for 

discrimination in any form; and, if 

there is intentional discrimination, we 

must prosecute to the fullest extent of 

the law. The Justice Department’s use 

of disparate impact, however, tries to 

fight one injustice with another. 
On a more practical level, disparate 

impact will make it difficult, if not im-

possible, for lenders to make rational 

economic decisions about risk. Lenders 

will feel pressured to weaken their 

standards to keep their lending statis-

tics in line with whatever the Justice 

Department’s bureaucrats consider 

nondiscriminatory. 
We have seen the damage risky lend-

ing can do to our economy. It is truly 

reckless for our government now to be 

encouraging those dangerous and 

shortsighted practices. Ironically, dis-

parate impact forces lenders, insurers, 

and landlords to constantly take race, 

ethnicity, gender, and other factors 

into account or risk running afoul of 

the Justice Department. 
Mr. Chairman, even an accusation of 

discrimination could have a dev-

astating impact on a small business. 

Therefore, on balance, disparate im-

pact will make it more difficult and ex-

pensive for families to buy a home, and 

it will result in more discrimination, 

not less. 
For these reasons, both philosophical 

and practical, I ask my colleagues to 

reject this misguided theory by sup-

porting this amendment. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, this is 

obviously an important signal from the 

majority to Americans of color, wheth-

er they be Asian Americans, African 

Americans, Hispanic Americans, or Na-

tive Americans, that the one thing 

that they don’t want is to enforce the 

fair housing laws and that they don’t 

want to have a circumstance in which, 

even though the impact of a set of poli-

cies means that you are excluded, that 

somehow there should not be any re-

dress for that. 
We went through this debate last 

year. I am going to ask for a recorded 

vote on this as I think it is an impor-

tant indication of the nature of inclu-

siveness that is being offered to Amer-

ica by the House majority. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chair, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I think it is an indication of some-

thing. It is an indication of whether 

this House is more concerned about ac-

tually filing true intentional discrimi-

nation or is just creating fear in this 

area by saying that we are going after 

discrimination based upon disparate 

impact. 
It is about whether this House is 

more concerned about making things 

easier for all races, for all ethnicities, 

for all ethnic groups to be able to buy 

homes and to live and prosper and 

enjoy a new home or make it more dif-

ficult to be able to buy that first home. 
Allowing the Justice Department to 

use disparate impact will do just that. 

It will make it more difficult for those 

individuals who now find it difficult to 

buy a home because lenders will not be 

able to use the proper risk analysis to 

make those decisions and, therefore, 

will be less likely to make those loans. 
For those reasons and for the other 

philosophical and practical reasons I 

have already stated, I encourage my 

colleagues to support this amendment. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chair, the gen-

tleman said for practical and other 

philosophical reasons. 
I guess, if you looked at Major 

League Baseball and if you didn’t see 

anybody of color, you could assume 

that there was a disparate impact until 

Jackie Robinson showed up, but Amer-

ican baseball is a lot better, and I 

think that our country is a lot stronger 

because of the diversity that exists. 
I think the fair housing laws have 

played an important role in at least 

the idea that we think that you 

shouldn’t have a circumstance in 

which, no matter what the set of poli-

cies, if you are a different color or eth-

nic background, you shouldn’t apply. 
I think it is something that we have 

rejected as a nation. I hope we reject 

this amendment, and I will seek a re-

corded vote on it. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-

RETT). 
The question was taken; and the Act-

ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chair, I demand a 

recorded vote. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-

ceedings on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from New Jersey will be 

postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARINO 

Mr. MARINO. Mr. Chair, I have an 

amendment at the desk. 
The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used for the Department 

of Justice’s clemency initiative announced 

on April 23, 2014, or for Clemency Project 

2014, or to transfer or temporarily assign em-

ployees to the Office of the Pardon Attorney 

for the purpose of screening clemency appli-

cations. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 287, the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania and a Member op-

posed each will control 5 minutes. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. MARINO. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment prohibits funds from this 

bill from being used to transfer or de-

tail employees to the Office of the Par-

don Attorney to support the adminis-

tration’s so-called clemency project. 
The President possesses the constitu-

tional authority ‘‘to grant reprieves 

and pardons for offenses against the 

United States.’’ However, in the first 5 

years of his administration, President 

Obama granted fewer pardons and 

commutations than any of his recent 

predecessors. 
Last year, the Deputy Attorney Gen-

eral took the unprecedented step of 

asking the defense bar for assistance in 

recruiting candidates for executive 

clemency, specifically for Federal drug 

offenders. The Justice Department in-

tends to beef up its Office of the Par-

don Attorney to process applications 

for commutations of sentence for Fed-

eral drug offenders. 
The Justice Department is also ac-

cepting pro bono legal work from the 

ACLU and other defense attorney orga-

nizations for this initiative. This 

amendment would prohibit that. 
The Constitution gives the President 

the pardon power, but the fact that the 

President has chosen to use that power 

solely on behalf of drug offenders shows 

that this is little more than a political 

ploy by the administration to bypass 

Congress. 
This is not, as the Founders in-

tended, an exercise of the power to pro-

vide for ‘‘exceptions in favor of unfor-

tunate guilt,’’ but the use of the pardon 
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