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the battle. ‘‘They gave us the order to land 
over a loud speaker and we headed for shore. 
There were bodies floating in the water.’’ 

Mike delivered 8,000 Marines on Saipan’s 
beach in less than an hour. It was the begin-
ning of one of the bloodiest fights in the Pa-
cific. On the shore looking at all the Americans 
coming toward him was the man who pulled 
the trigger on the surprise attack on Pearl Har-
bor, Vice Admiral Chuichi Nagumo. After the 
battle, almost 29,000 Japanese had been 
killed. The Marines, the 27th Army Infantry 
and the Navy were victorious. Mr. Speaker, it 
is with great appreciation that I ask Congress 
to recognize and honor Mike Lucero for all 
that he did for this country in World War II. 
Mike was just a boy when he was thrust into 
battle, but his bravery and the bravery of 
those who fought and died for this country will 
forever be etched in our minds. Mr. Speaker, 
I proudly salute Mike for all he has done. 

f 

HONORING RICHARD A. LUOMA 

HON. JOSEPH M. HOEFFEL 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate Richard A. Luoma upon his re-
tirement from the Hatboro-Horsham School 
District in Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
after 29 years of dedicated service. 

Dick graduated from Fitchburg State College 
where he received a Bachelor of Science de-
gree and went on to an advanced degree from 
Boston University. He first taught math and 
science at Groton Middle School in Concord, 
Massachusetts and later he was promoted to 
Assistant Principal. Following his move to 
Montgomery County in 1972, Dick became the 
principal at Keith Valley Middle School and 
Loller Middle School. He was promoted to the 
position of Assistant to the Superintendent in 
charge of Curriculum and Instruction and fi-
nally Assistant Superintendent in Hatboro- 
Horsham. 

He has been a dedicated citizen of his com-
munity as well. Dick has been a member of 
the Horsham Rotary for 28 years and has also 
served as president and secretary of that or-
ganization. He has been active in politics for 
the Republican Party in Towamencin Town-
ship. An avid golfer, Dick was president of the 
Men’s Golf Association at Oak Terrace Coun-
try Club and continues to serve on the Board 
of Directors at the Talamore Golf and Country 
Club. 

I am honored to recognize Richard A. 
Luoma and his long and productive career 
dedicated to our children. He has never 
wavered in his belief that our youth are our fu-
ture. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote 
No. 146, I was unavoidably detained on official 

business. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. DAVID VITTER 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, due to an airline 
delay on Monday, May 21, 2001, I was unable 
to be present for rollcall vote No. 126, the vote 
on H. Con. Res. 56, expressing the sense of 
the Congress regarding National Pearl Harbor 
Remembrance Day. If I were present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’. 
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THE FEDERALIZATION OF CRIMES 
UNIFORM STANDARDS (FOCUS) 
ACT 

HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, almost one 
year ago, to the day, I introduced the Fed-
eralization of Crimes Uniform Standards 
(FOCUS) Act. I rise today, to re-introduce that 
legislation. 

The bill lays out what the appropriate Fed-
eral activity—response—is to an offense 
against the Federal Government. Under the 
bill, Section 6, an offense, or federal crime, is 
an activity with respect to which a clear need 
for uniform Federal law enforcement exists. 
This includes an activity that involves conduct 
of an interstate or international nature, or of 
such magnitude or complexity that a State act-
ing alone cannot carry out effective law en-
forcement with respect to that conduct; or, that 
involves conduct of overriding national inter-
est, such as interference with the exercise of 
constitutional rights. The criminal conduct 
must be an offense directly against the Fed-
eral Government, including an offense directly 
against an officer, employee, agency or instru-
mentality of the Federal Government. 

The idea behind this is to set a standard 
definition to what constitutes a federal crime. 
The current method seems to be that a federal 
crime is whatever Congress deems it to be, 
without any true consideration of the constitu-
tional issues involved. Therefore, under the 
current methods, political will is the only thing 
that keeps us from federalizing crime. Political 
weakness in the face of media sound bite criti-
cisms, forces Congress to act again and again 
to federalize crime—even when there is noth-
ing but rhetoric to suggest that ‘‘something 
must be done!’’ to fight crime. 

Sometimes less is better. It’s high time that 
Congress takes a serious look at the fed-
eralization of crimes in the United States. The 
State and Federal Courts together comprise 
an intertwined system for the administration of 
justice in the United States. The two courts 
systems have played different but equally sig-
nificant roles in the Federal system. However, 
the State courts have served as the primary 
tribunals for trials of criminal law cases. 

The Federal Courts have a more limited ju-
risdiction than the State Courts with respect to 
criminal matters because of the fundamental 
constitutional principle that the Federal gov-
ernment is a government of delegated power 
in which the residual power remains with the 
States. In criminal matters, the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Courts should compliment, not 
supplant, that of the State Courts. 

The 1999 Year-End Report on the Federal 
Judiciary shows how its caseload has grown: 

One hundred years ago, there were 108 au-
thorized federal judgeships in the federal ju-
diciary, consisting of 71 district judgeships, 
28 appellate judgeships, and 9 Supreme Court 
Justices. Today, there are over 850—includ-
ing 655 district judgeships, 179 appellate 
judgeships and 9 Supreme Court Justices. In 
1900, 13,605 cases were filed in federal district 
courts, and 1,093 in courts of appeals. In 1999, 
over 320,194 cases were filed in federal dis-
trict courts, over 54, 6000 in courts of ap-
peals, and over 1,300,000 filings were made in 
bankruptcy courts alone. 

It is apparent that some growth of the fed-
eral court system should occur over time due 
to increases in population. But what also has 
grown substantially is the scope of federal ju-
risdiction. Federalization of the states criminal 
codes is something that politicians, especially 
here at the federal level, cannot seem to help 
but engage in from time to time. It has been 
over time, in response to criminal concerns 
nationwide, that Congress has again and 
again federalized crimes in the name of fight-
ing crime and protecting the nation’s populace. 
But, is the federalization of crime really an 
antidote for our nation’s crime problems? Is it 
really proper to federalize crime so politicians 
can ‘‘prove’’ their effectiveness? These are im-
portant questions that must be asked. We all 
must look in the mirror and ask ourselves 
whether there is a sound justification for hav-
ing two parallel justice systems. 

Americans should not be subject to dif-
ferent, competing law enforcement systems, 
different penalties depending on which system 
brings them to trial, and an ever-lengthening 
possibility that they might be tried for the 
same offense more than once. 

In 1999, the Senate Government Affairs 
Committee held hearings on the issue of ‘‘con-
trolling the federalization of crimes that are 
better left to state laws and courts to handle.’’ 
The hearings were held in part as a response 
to questions raised by Supreme Court Chief 
Justice William Rehnquist regarding the fed-
eralization of criminal law. The hearings also 
focused on the American Bar Association’s 
Task Force on the same issue. The Task 
Force, which was chaired by former Attorney 
General Edwin Meese, concluded that in order 
to maintain balance in our Constitutional sys-
tem of justice, there must be a ‘‘principled rec-
ognition by Congress for the long-range dam-
age to real crime control and to the nation’s 
structure caused by inappropriate federaliza-
tion.’’ 

Some might suggest that this is a Repub-
lican’s attempt to weaken the laws of the land. 
My reply is simply that federalization of crime 
does not make anyone safer. Simply adding 
more laws to the federal code will not nec-
essarily help the citizenry. On the contrary, it 
could end up hurting those we want to help. 
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Consider that increased federalization has 

caused a significant case backlog in our fed-
eral courts. Those people with cases pending 
in the federal system for things other than 
criminal purposes are impacted. Their rights to 
due process for fair hearings on their issues 
are delayed. The rights of those who are 
criminal victims are often delayed, too, due to 
the length of time it takes at the federal level 
to hear a criminal case. The backlogs are real. 
The delays are frustrating. Justice is not being 
served. 

Some might say, simply, let’s add more 
money so we can get these cases to trial. 
Again, my response to that is: why should we 
have two entirely parallel systems of justice in 
our country? Money is not the answer. Better 
utilization of our constitutional system of fed-
eralism and separation of powers is a good 
place to begin. 

Let the states work their will. The Federal 
Government doesn’t always have the best an-
swers. We effectively have 50 different con-
stitutional republics that can and do serve as 
policy laboratories. The electorate in these 
states are the very same people that elect us 
all to Congress. They can take control of what 
is happening in their states and compare out-
comes with 49 other state jurisdictions (not to 
mention the District of Columbia and the terri-
tories). With a federal system, will we ulti-
mately move to a single federal criminal code? 
It would appear that way. It may not happen 
this year, this decade or even this century. 
However, over the course of time, the trend in-
deed is moving that way. 

This bill is a common sense approach to 
checking the Congress’ penchant for federal-
izing crimes. It sets guidelines for Congress, 
which will certainly debate crime again in the 
legislative branch. The standards state that no 
federal criminal legislation shall be enacted 
unless and until certain criteria are met: the 
legislation must center on the core functions 
discussed earlier; the States must be inad-
equately addressing the perceived need; the 
Federal Judiciary is able to meet the needs 
without restructuring and without affecting effi-
ciency; and, the bill includes a federal law en-
forcement impact statement. We pass bills all 
the time to address certain needs. Let’s put 
the rhetoric to a test. 

The bill also sets up a Commission to Re-
view the Federal Criminal Code. This commis-
sion will review, ascertain, evaluate, report, 
and recommend action to the Congress on the 
following matters: the Federal criminal code 
(Title 18) and any other federal crimes as to 
compliance with the standards in this Act; rec-
ommend changes, either through amendment 
or repeal, to the President and Congress 
where appropriate to the offenses set forth in 
said criminal code (Title 18) or otherwise; and 
such other related matters as the Commission 
deems appropriate. 

Also, for each piece of legislation passed 
out of congressional committees of jurisdiction 
that modify or add to federal criminal code, the 
commission must submit a report to Congress. 
This report will be called a Federal Crimes Im-
pact Statement that shall be included in the 
reports filed prior to consideration by the 
House and Senate. 

The membership of the commission is im-
portant to consider. The bill calls for 5 ap-

pointed members—1 each from both sides of 
the aisle in the House and Senate, and one 
appointed by the Chief Justice of the United 
States, who shall chair the Commission. This 
will bring a new, and much needed, dimension 
to the debate. Under the bill, the commission 
would be charged with obtaining official data 
directly from any department or agency of the 
United States necessary for it to carry out this 
section—unless doing so would threaten the 
national security, the health or safety of any 
individual, or the integrity of an ongoing inves-
tigation. 

Finally, the bill would subject certain legisla-
tion to a point of order—if it has not met the 
conditions set out in the legislation. This would 
provide additional time for Congress to debate 
the merits of legislation being considered. 

In effect, this bill is about considerate and 
appropriate debate for federalizing crime. It 
will help educate Congress to make more in-
formed decisions that impact the daily lives of 
all of our constituents. It will help take some 
of the politics out of the important issues that 
we face with regard to protecting people from 
crime. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to act. The Judiciary 
has made subtle and not so subtle pleas for 
Congress to refrain from and restrain its 
penchant to federalize the criminal code. For 
example, last year in a decision concerning 
the Violence Against Women Act, the Chief 
Justice writes, 
[t]he Constitution requires a distinction be-
tween what is truly national and what is 
truly local, and there is no better example of 
the police power, which the Founders unde-
niably left reposed in the States and denied 
the central government, than the suppres-
sion of violent crime and vindication of its 
victims. Congress therefore may not regulate 
noneconomic, violent criminal conduct based 
solely on the conducts’ aggregate effect on 
interstate commerce. [U.S. v. Morrison et al. 
decided May 15, 2000 (Syllabus)] 

Clearly, there is a message in those words 
about the federalization of crime. It is time that 
Congress heeds it. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues 
to move this important legislation. 
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TRIBUTE TO PFC BAMBI D. 
CHASTAIN 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I stand before 
you today to ask Congress to join me in hon-
oring the memory of one of our young sol-
diers. On May 15, 2001, PFC Bambi D. 
Chastain passed away at the age of 21. 
Bambi was an exemplary soldier and a won-
derful daughter, sister and friend. She worked 
hard at her job and took great pride in being 
a soldier. Although her family and friends will 
miss her, her memory will live on in those who 
loved her. Bambi died while on duty in the 
field training. To her, duty came first. 

Bambi was born August 22, 1980 in San 
Diego, California. She attended Central High 
School, where she graduated in 1999. In Au-
gust of that same year she joined the United 

States Army. She attended the Advanced Indi-
vidual Training at Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 
After she finished AIT, Bambi was assigned to 
Charlie Company, 15th Forward Support Bat-
talion, First Cavalry Division, Fort Hood, 
Texas. In March of 2000 she began training 
for a rotation at the National Training Center 
as part of the Quick Reaction Force. During 
her time with AIT she was awarded the MOS 
91B10 Combat Medic and was posthumously 
awarded the Good Conduct Medal and the 
Army Commendation Medal. 

Bambi moved to Grand Junction to live with 
Dave and Verna Murphy, which would become 
her new family. Recently she visited a group 
of foster kids in California, to offer hope and 
to let them know if you join the Army you get 
a whole new family to love and care for you. 

Mr. Speaker, PFC Bambi Chastain dis-
played great professionalism and selfless 
service while serving her country. She put her-
self second chair to her duty. She is a role 
model for everyone that knew her. For that Mr. 
Speaker, she deserves and has earned the 
thanks and praise of Congress. 
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A TRIBUTE TO JOHN THOMAS 
THORNTON, JR. 

HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 24, 2001 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, last July I had an 
opportunity to participate in a day of celebra-
tion and remembrance of the great contribu-
tion to agriculture and the economy in general 
made by the late John Thomas Thornton, Jr., 
of the community of Parrott, Georgia. If you 
are not familiar with the name, you are not 
alone. Even in the area of southwest Georgia 
where he lived and farmed most of his life, 
many people are not fully aware of his con-
tribution, which impacts our lives even today. 

J.T. Thornton invented the peanut shaker, a 
harvesting device that came into common use 
in the 1940’s. His invention revolutionized the 
peanut industry. By making the harvesting 
process faster and more efficient, the peanut 
shaker contributed greatly to the economic 
growth of our area of Georgia and, in fact, to 
the country at large. 

Mr. Thornton spent some 40 years devel-
oping and perfecting his invention. It was a 
magnificent achievement. The history of this 
achievement was beautifully presented in an 
essay written by a student from Parrott, 
Bonnie West, who won high honors when she 
entered the paper in the National History Day 
competition. Her accomplishment helped re-
vive community interest in Mr. Thornton’s in-
vention, which he called the ‘‘Victory Peanut 
Harvester.’’ 

The people of Parrott, including members of 
the Thornton family, are establishing a mu-
seum on the invention of the peanut shaker, 
and sponsored the day of celebration that in-
cluded a parade and a number of other 
events. It was an exciting and enjoyable day, 
and it helped bring wider recognition of what 
this native southwest Georgian achieved. 

Although farmers did not have any more 
spare time back then than they do today, J.T. 
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