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Tois i.6 In rer'c;race t o  thc proposed Lafczyette 
Parish School Emrd rsapportimsnt plan wbkh you 
cuba i t t c i l  to t h i s  Department: in person un A p r i l  13, 
1 9 7 2 ,  pursucnc to SecCiarz 5 of the Voting U h t s  A c t  
oZ i35S. S u p p l a e n t a l  information was received on 
i.I<:ty 5 ,  1372, and Pi~y18, i972. 

l:?ehave considered Ghe s u b i t t e d  plan and 
supljoziAng ;LnEomstioa as well ua data compiled by the 
G ~ T C G U02 t h e  C O ~ G U Sand in fomat ion  and cwimnts frm 
intcl-estcd partieo.  Cn the b a s i s  of trb infomation 
avai lcb lc  to us we arc unable to cuaclude, as wo must 
under the VoCin~RLghtc A c t ,  that the reapportianmcnt 
plan v i i l l  no t  have the effect oP dcrrying or obzidi;ing 
the right 50 vote on account of rrrcc or color. 5-

liiust, thzreforc, ou behalf  02 the Attorney General 
interpose en obJectim to the b?Tazentotian oC this 
plan. 

Our decision is b a e d  un tho fin- that t;ha 
boundary Ihcs of n w  Wards 2,  3, &nd 4 tnraeceor~arily 
divide heavily Ncpo residential areas into t!-&ethrec 
wards. The l o c ~ t f a no f  the boundaries between these 
wardc docs not: ctppcar t o  bc dictated by oae-ma?, one-
vote consider~tFonsnor by considcratians of dfotrict 
conpacrncsu or regularity of ohape.  



G u r  o'ojeccioa is also predicated on the fact that  
the vot ing e t r e q t h  of the Ucgro ccari.rr;rmity is further 
ui inbized and effectively w e l l e d  out by ssh.ergencci 
i n to  a series oE majority-white three w b c r  district^. 
See Llhitcunb V. c ~ c G ~ s ,  124 (1971) ; A 1len V.432 U.S.  -
i j o a r d  of Clcctims,  343 U.S. 5L& (3.369); Burns v .  
iiichcirdcm., 3S4 73 (1966); F 0 r t . s ~ ~  Dorsey, 379U . S .  v, 
. I  455 (1:'I C u. :J. ,,,,); l.ir!:;co;:;i, v. Joncam (C.A.  5, KO. 71-1451, 
~ ' i p r i l2 7 ,  1 9 7 9 ) ;  Grs-~esv.  Uarncs (1J.L. Tcx, 50. A-71-35-
1 4 3 ,  Jan. ?7, i!27?), application for stay denied, 
U . 5 .  -- ( 20 .  A-795, Fet. 7, 1572); -Sir;:s v. Anos, 

-7,( c ' . . ~ .  Ale., 1:s. 17l+4-r;, Jeu. 3 ,  197?); U-~zcfev. t~c ie i the r t  
(L.;,. . , 0 .  71-2332, kug. 24, 1971). The Cilutive 
effsct cf thc multi-ncnber dis t r ic t  device on thc blncl: 
?opu?ation canccr~trationcin h f a y c c t c  Parish is u ~ i -
f i e5  by the elcction of the representatives in each 
d i a t r i c t  on a stz~gcrcdbas is  - e s s ~ i i a l l ya post 

cud the r c c l ~ i r ~ c n tfor a majority of votes 
cb t ? c c t  m A priuary cicction. The ;aciaily discriui-
.- - C - \y ,L L C L L L J  effect of G - U ~  devices Fn the context of multi-
z:c~1:,er c i s t r i c to  '123s been r c c o p l z e d  in Grnvcs v. Ihmcn, 
cstiorz, SLip Cpia icn et 38; D ~ i s t c nV. Scott (E.D. X.C., 
l.:o. 2066 - C i v i l ,  Jazz. 10, 1973.), S l i p  Opinion at 17, 
li. 4; and -SFriis v. A ~ O S ,S I I ~ Z ~ .  

tie have reached our conclusfa reluctantly 
because 132 mderscan6 fully the ccq.ploclties involved 
hidesihnias  a r e s p p o r t i m c n t  plan which neots thc  
nea& 02 the  parish and its citizens aad, at fho 8as;rc 
t*, cmplico wSth the mdatcs of the Psdcral 
Constitution a d  lass, Wc are persuaded, however, t b t  
the Vat% Bights A c t  rcquircs t h i s  result. 



Of course, Sectica 5 p s r d t a  p ro seek a 
declaratary judf3neat frm tbe t i s t r i c t  Court for the 
Dist r ic t  of C0Zwcbi.a chzt this plm. neither b a ~the 
purpose nor will b v 0  the effact of denying crr 
obridg- the ri&t to vote ac account of race. 
Uncf L such o j u d m n t  ie rendered by t b t  court, 
hogever, the legal. cZ5ect oS the obfectioa of thc 
Atturney Gmarsl La to rcndcx crienforceable U 
recpparcfmment p L a .  

Sincerely, 

L a - L. six3As 
A s s i n t a t  At- Ceaar.1 

C i v f l  u g , k s  W M C a  

*-#.'. 


