
Law 401										S 2021
Professor Diane Peres
Week # 4A Assignment  (2/22)
READ: 
Hall (Textbook) pp. 163-177 (4.5 Commerce Power) (skip Gibbons v. Ogden and United States v Morrison); pp. 446 (mid) -447 (mid)
WATCH: 
1.Interstate Commerce Clause  M Holt 


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9nMJSitr7S8

2.What is the Dormant Commerce Clause? Youtube June 17, 2014 2:43

KNOW the following from the textbook/Internet:
Dormant Commerce Clause
Wickard v Filburn (1942)
Schechter Poultry v US (1935)
US v Lopez (1995)
National Federation of Independent Business v. Sebelius  (2012) 
Gonzales z Raich (2000)
ONLINE ASSIGNMENT: WRITE - turn in on BB on Monday, Feb 22 by 4:30pm
Write three paragraphs. Use Times New Roman font 12, 1 inch margins and 1.5 spacing. Do not write more than one page but make your submission substantial!
Using the Elastic Clause of the Constitution (last sentence of Article I,  Section 8 – Congress can ‘make all laws” “necessary and proper”) to stretch any of the express powers given to it in Article I, Section 8  of the Constitution, Congress has used the Commerce Clause to try and address everything from violence against women to gun control.
In Heart of Atlanta Motel Inc v US (1964) and Katzenbach v McClung (1964) Congress used the Commerce Clause to enact civil rights legislation.
Look up both of those cases on the Internet. Compare and contrast the cases: the facts in each case and the rationale used by the Supreme Court in each case to uphold Congress’ actions using the Commerce Clause and the Court’s finding in each case that the Civil Rights Act of 1964 applied to each business. Write one paragraph comparing the cases (how are they the same?) and a second paragraph contrasting the cases (how are they different?)
In a third paragraph, set forth your own opinion. Putting aside the important goal of fighting racial discrimination, do you agree with the Supreme Court in both cases, one of the cases, or neither case? Did Congress and/or the Supreme Court go too far using the commerce clause?  Explain why or why not.
