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D.J. 166-012-3

¥Mr, Join f. Weovd, Jr.

Purton, Roberis & Ward
Attorneye at Law

736 loulsisna Avenue

voton Roinge, Loulsienz 70822

vesr hic, Vard:

This {s in vesponse to your letter dated February 22,
177, which subzitted the proposed recpportionment plan for
the &sgcension ferish School board snd which was received by
us on February 23, 1672,

We have given czreful consideraticn to the proposed
reapportionzcent pien and supporting inforsation furnished,
along with information obtained from other sources. Basgd
ou our omelysiys and review 1 ac umable o comzlude that Che
Propoaed plan will not have the effect of discriminating
azainst Negro voters and potential candidates on account
of thelr race or color. Tor that reason I mugt, on behaif
of the Attorney Generzl, interpesc zn objecticn to the
reappoctiorument plen.

Cur review of the facts hare revesls that three of
the 10 wards izn the parish are mejority black. While vws
Tecognize th:t two of those three words fall far short of
the populstion necessary to ciaim individusl represectatives,




we note that all of the threc, including Ward 1, which
could justify a representetive unto {tself, have been
¢onsolidated with white-nsjoricy werds to form white-
majority mwlti-icexsber districts.

Althouzh auliti-menoer districts &ve not inherently
discricinatory (Whiteocd v. Chavis, 402 U.S. 124 (1971)),
recent fedoral court declsioas indicate that the use of
cultl-wember digtrictz which have the effect of winiriz-
ing or canceiinj out the voting strexgth of racial
minorities contravene constitutionsl protecticns. The
dlscriminatory cffect of such multi-iwesber districts
nas vesn vecoznized by the Supreme Court and by turee-
Judge federsl courts iu reeent cases involving statcwide
reapportlionment plane in Texecs, Alabama, emd iouislans,
See Whitcond v, Chavic, suprs; Graves v. Barnes,

Ho. A<71-CA-162 (W.D, Yexrss, Jaa, 1972), application

for stay denied, U.2. s 0. A=735 (¥ed. 7, 1972)
(opinicon by Justico Powell); Sims, Farr and United Ststes
v. Aungs, No, 1744-Y (%.D. Ala., Jan. 3, 1972); Bussie

v. The Governecr of Louisieaz, No. 71-202 (E.D. Lz.,
August 24, 1971).

Ve racognire the couplexities of designing a
reapportionzent plan waich sztisfies the reeds of the
parish and its citizens and, sizultanecusly, compliss
with federsl constitutionsl standsrds and laws. Rowever,
we are persuaded tnet the Voting Rights Act compels an
cbjestion to tke propezed plzm. 1 uanderstand thsc the
plan {o question alveady has dees inplerented in that
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zlectione ware held in sccordsace with its provisicas in
1979. Changes of this type are not lagally enforceadle
until they have met the Secticm 5 submission require-
weats. Dwver v. love, 307 F.Supp. $74 (H.D. Miss.,
1969). Under tihoae clrcuwstances 1 belileve thot the
Tesuits of the school botre eliection in 1570 pursuant
to the changes 1o question cannol oe lawfully impie-
mented. I further beileve that the elections for
school bsard ghould be reguaducced without using the
chemses tou waiech this objection 1s beiny interposed.
Thic view is consistent wich tho decisicn rendered on
cetober 7%, L0971, in Uglted Scaten v, B, 1. Cohan,

et al,, C.h. Wo, 2452 (&.U. Ga., 1%71). In thaf cage
tho United States Zistrict Court for the Southera
vistyict of Leorgia orderad the City of dinesvilie,
Guorgla, to relwld Lts wenioipzl elactions withiout
wning the changes that had been objected to by the
sdctorney Gencvel wadaer Suction 5.

in thet counection, I note your comaent ia your
letter dated Februery 22, 1972, that the proposed school
Loard reapportioument plan was based upon ths police
jury'c pisn, Froe our snaiysls it aprears that the
scheol bozard plam was bosed upon the first police jury -
rouppor tlursnent proposal which was objected to by the
actorney Geaeral oo July 23, 1971, lowever, oz
suzast 2, 1971, the police jury submitted a seccacd plan
which was reviewed by tihils ugpartment and found act to
be objectionzbie. You may wish to look at the police
jury'le second plaa ac & reference for & mew plan to
be wsed in relwliding the election, should you aot
choore toe hold chen under the 01¢ ward systes.




lezge advise this Departaent within fifteen
{15) days of your decision coacerniny the possibili-
ties of holding 3 new election for all offices ©f the
gcaool board eiected In [S7) pursuant to tha above-
cbjectionadle pisn. Of course, as provided by &ecticn
5, you may gech a judpwent in the istrict Court for
tne Dlstrict of Columbia deciarisy that the voting
chicnze in question h=s pelther the puxrposc ner will
have chic ¢ffect orf deuylny or abridzing the right to
vots cn eaccoamit of rste or color,

If yon have any questions conceniing this
alier, picuse do wol hesitato TS contacl we OX Ty

staf(,

Slacerely,

UAVID L. NORHAKN
Assistant Attoracy Geaneral
Civil Rights Divisicn




