
	The history of the Supreme Court has seen many cases regarding the constitutional clause granting the federal government the right to regulate interstate commerce. Many decisions have been handed down attempting to clarify what exactly the right to regulate commerce entails. For most of the 20th century these decisions determined that the federal government’s power was quite broad in this area, only in the last decade or so of that century did judicial decisions begin to limit this power. However, when examined closely, the proposed changes to the law are constitutional because the national governments power is complete in interstate commerce, the decisions in US vs. Lopez and US vs. Morrison do not apply, and because the laws deal with the war time powers of the executive. 
	All of the cases on the intrastate commerce clause have accepted that the national governments power is supreme in the area of interstate commerce. In Gibbons vs. Ogden, the court first ruled this. The court expanded the area of interstate commerce in US vs. Darby Lumber to include things which affected interstate commerce. Terrorist attacks involving weapons of mass destruction would undoubtedly affect interstate commerce in a horrific manner. Because both of the previously mentioned cases are still valid law today, and because the terrorist attacks fall under so the definition of interstate commerce as defined in US vs. Darby Lumber, it is quite clear that the constitution grants the federal government jurisdiction over terrorist attacks with weapons of mass destruction. 
	Some opponents of the proposed changes to the bill would argue that the courts rulings in US vs. Lopez and US vs. Morrison curtail the government’s power involving interstate commerce. While these two rulings did limit the definition of interstate commerce, it did not prune the definition back far enough to exclude the proposed law changes. The courts ruling in Lopez was simply that the government couldn’t use the commerce clause to justify a ban on guns in school zones; the link between the law and the regulation of interstate commerce was quite tenuous at best. The courts decision in Morrison overturned a similarly fragile chain connecting the law to interstate commerce. However, in the instance of terrorism involving weapons of mass destruction, it is quite clear that the link between the law and commerce is direct. No long chain of hypothetical events is needed to show that the effect exists, terrorism directly affects commerce.
	In addition to the powers granted to the federal government under the commerce clause, this law is further supported by the president’s ability to wage war. This law only is applicable after a terrorist attack, in which case the nation would be at war. In Home Building and Loan Association vs. Blasdell, the court ruled that power shifts in time of emergency to the federal government. In the prize court cases, the Supreme Court ruled that even if war has not formally been declared, the nation can be in a state of war. If the federal government claimed jurisdiction following a terrorist attacks, the nation would be in a state of war and thus the power would naturally flow to the federal government. Throughout history, the court has been loath to stand against the federal government in times of war.  This can be seen in Hiribashi, in Hadmi vs. Rumsfeld, and in the prize cases. This law would only be applied in instances of terrorism and thus would be granted the same deference that previous wartime cases received. 
	The proposed statutes fall within the bounds of the federal government’s power to regulate commerce. The statutes would only be used, and consequently could only be challenged, in an instance of a terrorist attack. Therefore, the modified law would be upheld by the court as being under the power of the federal government to regulate commerce.  
