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floor, and I had intended to make them
earlier when he was here. I am glad to
see he is here.

Mr. COBLE. Will
yield?

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE), the leader of the North Caro-
lina delegation,

Mr. COBLE. I thank the gentleman.

MEL, I appreciate those generous
words. Thank you for your generous
words as well. I won’t be verbose or
lengthy, but just thanks to all of you.

I have another year, MEL. I won’t be
gone for another year. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, it is certainly a pleas-
ure to be here on the floor with Chair-
man COBLE. It is just a point of per-
sonal privilege to say that, long ago
when I was a staff member up here on
Capitol Hill, T had a conversation with
the chairman and asked him what I
should do next. He suggested that I go
and be an assistant United States at-
torney just like he was before he came
to Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on
this, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this legislation which like others be-
fore us, demonstrates the Congressional
power over the Supreme and federal courts in
even the most mundane matters—in this
case—security.

It is critical to the day-to-day functioning of
the Supreme Court that Justices, Court em-
ployees, and visitors to the Court be provided
with adequate and appropriate protection. The
Supreme Court Police are charged with en-
forcing the law at the Supreme Court building
and its grounds as well as protecting Justices
and other court employees on and off the
grounds. Congress has provided statutory au-
thority for the Supreme Court Police to provide
security beyond the Court building for Jus-
tices, Court employees and official visitors
since 1982. Since 1986, Congress has ex-
tended this off-grounds authority seven times
and recent events tend to demonstrate that
this authority is as important as ever.

The authority is due to sunset on December
31, 2013 and the current authority and juris-
diction of the Supreme Court Police is essen-
tial to the force’s performance of its everyday
duties. Supreme Court Police regularly provide
security to Justices by transporting and ac-
companying them to official functions in the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area, and on
occasion, outside the area when they or offi-
cial guests travel on Court business. Threats
to personal safety may require Justices to be
accompanied by police between their home
and the Court—and although incidents have
been few—we must continue to be vigilant to
any and all security matters.

| close by harking back to our Founders, the
men who forged the underpinnings of this
great nation. They had the vision and fore-
thought to craft what is the world’s most ad-
mired democracy, replete with the vaunted
three branches of government. It is not perfect
though, and in my role as a representative for
the people of the 18th District of Texas, | hum-
bly seek to make it better and the passage of
this bipartisan legislation today moves us clos-

the gentleman
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er to working in harmony on other matters af-
fecting the Judiciary—matters which the Amer-
ican people are asking us to do. | am certain
that on that score we share the same values.

| urge my colleagues to Support this impor-
tant legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HOLDING) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2922.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

———

SUPPORTING THE RIGHT TO
COUNSEL

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 196) supporting the
Sixth Amendment to the United States
Constitution, the right to counsel, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 196

Whereas on March 18, 1963, the Supreme
Court recognized in Gideon v. Wainwright
that counsel must be provided to indigent
defendants in all felony cases;

Whereas the Supreme Court held that pro-
viding counsel to indigent defendants in all
felony cases meets the essential require-
ments of the Sixth Amendment to the
United States Constitution; and

Whereas the Supreme Court held in
Argersinger v. Hamlin that absent a knowing
and intelligent waiver, no person may be im-
prisoned for any offense, whether classified
as petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless
they were represented by counsel at their
trial: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) supports the Sixth Amendment to the
United States Constitution, the right to
counsel;

(2) supports strategies to improve the
criminal justice system to ensure that indi-
gent defendants in all felony cases are ade-
quately represented by counsel; and

(3) urges States to work to ensure that in-
digent defendants in all felony cases are ade-
quately represented by counsel.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HOLDING) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTCH)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I asks
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H. Res. 196, currently under
consideration.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The Sixth Amendment of the United
States Constitution states that ‘“‘in all
criminal prosecutions, the accused
shall enjoy the right .. . to have the
assistance of counsel for his defence.”
H. Res. 196 supports the Sixth Amend-
ment, the right to counsel, and strate-
gies to ensure that indigent defendants
in all felony cases are adequately rep-
resented by counsel.

Fifty years ago, Mr. Speaker, the Su-
preme Court, in Gideon v. Wainwright,
held that providing counsel to indigent
defendants is one of the essential re-
quirements of the Sixth Amendment.
Writing for the majority, Justice Black
stated:

From the very beginning, our State and
national constitutions and laws have laid
great emphasis on procedural and sub-
stantive safeguards designed to assure fair
trials before impartial tribunals in which
every defendant stands equal before the law.

Since the Gideon decision, the Su-
preme Court has held that absent a
knowing and intelligent waiver, no per-
son may be imprisoned for any offense,
whether classified as petty, mis-
demeanor, or felony, unless that person
was represented by counsel at his or
her trial.

This resolution reaffirms Congress’
continued commitment to pursuing
fairness in our criminal justice system
and calls on States to help ensure that
defendants are adequately represented
by counsel.

I urge Members to support it, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

At the beginning of this Congress,
Members read aloud the Constitution
of the United States from the floor of
this very Chamber. That reading, of
course, included the Bill of Rights,
those first 10 amendments so vital to
protecting the individual freedoms of
all Americans.

Today, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the passage of H. Res. 196, a bipar-
tisan resolution affirming our support
for the Sixth Amendment to our Con-
stitution.

The Sixth Amendment guarantees
the right of all Americans to a fair
trial. It also reads, “In all criminal
prosecutions, the accused shall
have the assistance of counsel for his
defence.”

We all agree that the right to counsel
for anyone accused of a crime is the
foundation of individual liberty. It is
essential to the rule of law and the
basic principle that, in America, the
government cannot take away any citi-
zen’s freedom without a fair trial. H.
Res. 196 is a bipartisan resolution re-
affirming the support of this Congress
for the Sixth Amendment right to
counsel at a time when this right is too
often trampled in our modern-day jus-
tice system.
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Fifty years ago, the U.S. Supreme
Court recognized, in the landmark
case, Gideon v. Wainwright that access
to quality legal representation is es-
sential to a fair trial, and that even
Americans too poor to afford an attor-
ney have a right to counsel.
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This landmark opinion held that
States and localities have a Sixth
Amendment constitutional obligation
to provide counsel to indigent defend-
ants. Yet, a half century later, the re-
ality is that we continue to struggle to
honor the right to counsel upheld in
Gideon.

Reports by the Department of Jus-
tice, the American Bar Association,
the Constitution Project, as well as in-
numerable law review articles by top
experts in criminal law, have revealed
how legal representation for indigent
defendants often has been undermined
by crushing caseloads, inadequate
funding, and other obstacles. It has
been estimated that 80 to 90 percent of
all persons charged with a criminal of-
fense qualify as being indigent and can-
not afford an attorney.

The American Bar Association, in its
comprehensive report, ‘‘Gideon’s Bro-
ken Promise,”’” concluded that ‘‘thou-
sands of persons are processed through
America’s courts every year either
with no lawyer at all or with a lawyer
that does not have the time, the re-
sources or, in some instances, the incli-
nation to provide effective representa-
tion.”

All too often, defendants plead
guilty, even if they are innocent, with-
out really understanding their legal
rights or what is occurring.

In this time of limited resources, the
right to counsel has also been under-
mined by cuts to funding for indigent
defense. These cuts have eliminated
training programs to keep lawyers in-
formed of criminal justice best prac-
tices and have limited the ability of
lawyers for indigent defendants to ac-
cess investigators or experts essential
to adequately representing their cli-
ents.

We pay a hefty price when we fail to
uphold the Sixth Amendment of our
Constitution. It is not uncommon for
indigent people without an attorney to
sit in jail for weeks or months, causing
the loss of a job, a home and, in some
instances, the loss of a family.

Failing to provide adequate counsel
to indigent defendants can also lead to
costly extended pretrial detentions,
costs associated with appellate litiga-
tion, costs for appellate defense coun-
sel, prosecutors and appellate courts,
incarceration costs of indigent people
during the appeals process, and other
unnecessary costs.

From our unsustainably high rates of
incarceration to the lives of families
torn apart by unnecessary jail time
and wrongful convictions, Congress
can’t afford to ignore the economic and
moral costs of this crisis in our crimi-
nal justice system.
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Our Nation’s failure to uphold the
Sixth Amendment has resulted in
bloated prison and jail populations at
the State and county levels, which hold
more than 2.2 million people at a cost
of $75 billion per year. An additional 5
million people are on probation, parole,
or supervised release.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, despite all the
comprehensive reports, all the law re-
view articles, and all the stories re-
ported by the media, the fundamental
right of an indigent defendant to ade-
quate counsel remains at risk.

The situation is dire. Look no further
than a recent determination made by
the Florida Supreme Court allowing
the Miami-Dade Public Defender’s Of-
fice to withdraw from 21 criminal cases
because of excessive workload and
underfunding. In fact, it was found that
approximately 400 felony cases were
being assigned to the average public
defender, and public defenders in third-
degree felonies had as many as 50 cases
set for trial in a week.

These facts provide us with just a
glimpse into a growing crisis within
our criminal justice system. There is
no question that States and localities
are struggling to provide adequate and
well-resourced lawyers to indigent de-
fendants.

Ensuring that all Americans, regard-
less of their financial resources, have
access to a lawyer is essential to our
system of justice. Our failure to uphold
the Sixth Amendment undermines the
premise that, in America, every person
has the right to a fair trial and is pre-
sumed innocent until proven guilty.

H. Res. 196 is a product of bipartisan-
ship. I would like to thank the House
Judiciary Committee Chairman BOB
GOODLATTE for his support of this legis-
lation and the Sixth Amendment right
to counsel.

I would also like to thank Congress-
man STEVE CHABOT for all of his hard
work on this resolution and for work-
ing to ensure that indigent people in
the criminal justice system are ade-
quately represented by counsel.

I also want to recognize Ranking
Member JOHN CONYERS and Crime Sub-
committee Ranking Member BOBBY
ScoTT for their support of this resolu-
tion.

For my colleagues who are as con-
cerned as I am about the state of indi-
gent defense in America, I invite you
not just to support today’s resolution
but to join me as a cosponsor of H.R.
3407, the National Center for the Right
to Counsel Act. This legislation aims
to improve financial and training re-
sources for State and local public de-
fense systems and encourage the adop-
tion of best practices for the delivery
of legal services to indigent defend-
ants.

The bill would equip States and lo-
calities with more tools to implement
their own indigent defense systems and
meet their constitutional obligations
as defined by the Supreme Court in
Gideon v. Wainwright. I look forward to
working with colleagues on both sides
of the aisle on this legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, the first step toward
solving any problem is confronting it,
and that is why I am so pleased to have
H. Res. 196 on the floor today. The Su-
preme Court recognized in Gideon that
““the right of one charged with crime to
counsel may not be deemed funda-
mental and essential to fair trials in
some countries, but it is in ours.”

It is long past time that the House of
Representatives engage, debate, and
develop strategies to assist the States
with improving the delivery of indigent
defense services.

I urge my colleagues to support the
right to counsel enshrined in the Sixth
Amendment of the Constitution and to
join me in supporting H. Res. 196.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to support this measure
and vote ‘‘yes.”

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
offer a full-throated support of H. Res. 196,
which upholds the Sixth amendment Right to
Counsel, as laid out in the Supreme Court
case of Gideon v. Wainwright.

The Supreme Court’s landmark decision in
Gideon v. Wainwright affirmed that everyone,
whether rich or poor, has the right to an attor-
ney in a criminal proceeding. Fifty years later
though, sequestration’s devastating cuts to
federal defender services are jeopardizing the
constitutional rights of Americans around the
nation and ultimately resulting in higher
costs—which is why this resolution—H. Res.
196—is utterly important. The case law and
enunciation of this right began in Powell v.
Alabama, in which the Court set aside the
convictions of eight black youths sentenced to
death in a hastily carried-out trial without ben-
efit of counsel.

Justice Sutherland stated that due process
always requires the observance of certain fun-
damental personal rights associated with a
hearing, and “the right to the aid of counsel is
of this fundamental character.” This observa-
tion was about the right to retain counsel of
one’s choice and at one’s expense, and in-
cluded an eloquent statement of the necessity
of counsel. “The right to be heard would be,
in many cases, of little avail if it did not com-
prehend the right to be heard by counsel.
Even the intelligent and educated layman has
small and sometimes no skill in the science of
law. If charged with crimes, he is incapable,
generally, of determining for himself whether
the indictment is good or bad. He is unfamiliar
with the rules of evidence. Left without the aid
of counsel he may be put on trial without a
proper charge, and convicted upon incom-
petent evidence, or evidence irrelevant to the
issue or otherwise inadmissible. He lacks both
the skill and knowledge adequately to prepare
his defense, even though he have a perfect
one. He requires the guiding hand of counsel
at every step in the proceedings against him.
Without it, though he be not guilty, he faces
the danger of conviction because he does not
know how to establish his innocence

Clarence Earl Gideon, could not afford a
lawyer to defend him in court, and he was
convicted. Gideon challenged his conviction—
all the way to the Supreme Court. The result
was the landmark case Gideon v. Wainwright,
which guarantees poor defendants in Houston,
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the state of Texas, and all around this great
nation, the right to counsel in criminal cases.
Indeed Mr. Speaker, just this weekend a hor-
rific shooting took place in Houston that was
reported all over—and just as with many
crimes—our fine law enforcement officials set-
out to find the perpetrators and it appears as
if they have. It is in cases like these where the
public’s opinion is enflamed that Gideon is
most importance—particularly in ensuring that
the right persons have been apprehended.

Public defenders serve as the backbone of
our legal system because they ensure that the
Sixth Amendment right to effective counsel is
maintained. It is critical that this body act to
ensure that next year's sequestration cuts do
not force federal defender organizations
around the country to further reduce their op-
erations, hindering their ability to provide com-
petent and timely legal representation. This
body must pass legislation to avert further cuts
to defender services otherwise—it will result in
an abdication of our constitutional duties, in-
creased costs to the American taxpayer, and
a severe degradation of our criminal justice
system in Texas and beyond.

In this body we often disagree on the scope
and breadth of recent budget cuts, but we
must all work to ensure that a highly func-
tioning criminal justice system is maintained
and adequately funded. We have a responsi-
bility to the Constitution to continue to fund
this critically important program at workable
levels. As we continue to debate a budget for
fiscal year 2014, and the overall fiscal path for
our nation, | urge my colleagues to address
this critically important issue.

| urge my colleagues to Support this impor-
tant resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HOLDING) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the resolution,
H. Res. 196, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes.

Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 21 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

———
0 1829
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COLLINS of Georgia) at 6
o’clock and 29 minutes p.m.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 2871, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 2922, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote.

———

REALIGNMENT OF SOUTHERN JU-
DICIAL DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2871) to amend title 28,
United States Code, to modify the com-
position of the southern judicial dis-
trict of Mississippi to improve judicial
efficiency, and for other purposes, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HOLDING) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 0,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 571]
YEAS—401

Aderholt Castor (FL) Duncan (SC)
Amash Castro (TX) Duncan (TN)
Amodei Chabot Edwards
Andrews Chu Ellmers
Bachmann Cicilline Engel
Bachus Clarke Enyart
Barber Clay Eshoo
Barletta Cleaver Esty

Barr Clyburn Farenthold
Barrow (GA) Coble Farr

Bass Coffman Fattah
Beatty Cohen Fincher
Becerra Cole Fitzpatrick
Benishek Collins (GA) Fleming
Bentivolio Collins (NY) Flores

Bera (CA) Conaway Forbes
Bilirakis Connolly Fortenberry
Bishop (GA) Conyers Foster
Bishop (NY) Cook Foxx

Bishop (UT) Cooper Frankel (FL)
Black Costa Franks (AZ)
Blumenauer Cotton Frelinghuysen
Bonamici Courtney Fudge
Boustany Cramer Gabbard
Brady (PA) Crawford Gallego
Brady (TX) Crenshaw Garamendi
Braley (IA) Crowley Garcia
Bridenstine Cuellar Gardner
Brooks (AL) Culberson Garrett
Brooks (IN) Cummings Gerlach
Broun (GA) Daines Gibbs
Brown (FL) Dayvis (CA) Gibson
Brownley (CA) Davis, Danny Gingrey (GA)
Buchanan Davis, Rodney Gohmert
Bucshon DeFazio Goodlatte
Burgess DeGette Gosar
Bustos Delaney Gowdy
Calvert DeLauro Granger
Camp DelBene Graves (GA)
Cantor Denham Graves (MO)
Capito Dent Grayson
Capps DeSantis Green, Al
Capuano Deutch Green, Gene
Cardenas Diaz-Balart Griffin (AR)
Carney Dingell Griffith (VA)
Carson (IN) Doggett Grijalva
Carter Doyle Guthrie
Cartwright Duckworth Hahn
Cassidy Duffy Hall
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Hanabusa
Hanna
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holding
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huffman
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Joyce
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McClintock
McCollum

Barton
Blackburn
Butterfield
Campbell
Chaffetz
DesdJarlais
Ellison
Fleischmann
Grimm
Gutiérrez

McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Negrete McLeod
Neugebauer
Noem
Nolan
Nunes
Nunnelee
O’Rourke
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Pocan
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Radel
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruiz
Runyan
Ruppersberger
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Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Sires
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yarmuth
Yoder
Yoho
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—29

Harper

Herrera Beutler
Jones

Lummis

Lynch

Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul

Neal

Nugent

Pittenger
Rohrabacher
Rush
Schwartz
Slaughter
Welch
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Young (AK)
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