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DJ 166-012-3

Mr. Bertrand DeBlanc
District Attorney

15th Judicial District
Courthousce Building
Lafayette, Louisiana 703501

Thls is 1n refcremce to the proposed Lafayette
Parishk School Board reapportiomment plan which you
submitted to this Department in person on April 13,
1972, pursuent to Sectiaon 5 of the Voting Rijghts Act
of 1965. Eupplementzl information was received on
tiay 5, 1972, and Mey 13, 1972.

We have considercd the submitted plan and
supporiing information as well as data compiled by the
Ruresu of the Census and information and cooments from
interested parties. On the basis of the information
available to us we arc wunable to cauclude, 88 we must
under the Voting Rights Act, that the reapportiocnmweat
plan will not have the effect of denying or abridging
the right To vote on accouat of race or c¢olor. 1
must, thervefore, oun behalf of the Attormey Gemerval
interpose an objection to the implementation of this
plan.

Cur decision is based ¢n the finding that the
toundary lines of new Wards 2, 3, and 4 unnecessarily
divide heavily Negro residential areas into the threc
wards. The location of the boundarigs batweeu thesc
warde docs not appear to be dictated by one-man, one-
vote considerations nor by considerations of district
compactaess or regularity of sghape.




Gur objection iz also predicated on the fact that
the voting streagth of the Hegro cosmunity is further
minimized end effectively cancelled out by submergencs
into a series of majority-white three mexber districts.
See VWhitcorbh v. Chevis, 403 U.S. 124 (1871); Allen v.
Board of Llectioms, 392 U.S. 544 (19G9); Buras v.
Richardson, 384 U.S5. 73 (1966); Fortsun v. Dorsey, 379
U.H, 433 (1208); iingcomb v. Joneaoa (C.A., 5, No. 71-1451,
April 27, 1977); Graves v, Barnes (W.b, Tex. No. A-71-Ch-
1432, Jau. 27, 1977), application for stay denied,

U.So ___ (Mo. £+795, Feb. 7, 1672); Sims v. Auos,
(it.u. Ale,, Ko, 1764-6, Jen. 3, 1972); Bussie v. teReithen
(£.L. La., Ho. 71-232, Augz. 24, 1971). The dilutive
cffect of the nulti-pember district device on the blacl
population concentrations in Lafayette Parish is ngpni-
fied by the election of the representatives in each
diatrict oa a stagsered basis - essgentially a post
cystew - and tac requircment for a majority of votes

to elect in & primary eiection. The racially discriwmi-
natory effect of such devices in the context of multi-
wempder districts has been recoinized in Graves v. Barnes,
gunrz, Slip Upiaica et 38; Dunsten v. Scott (E.D. XN.C.,
No. 2666 - Civil, Jen. 10, 1672), 61lip Opinicm art 17,

n. 9; and Sims v. Amos, supra,

We have reacihed our conclusion reluctantly i
because we understand fully the complexities involved
in desizning a reapportionnent plan which meets the ;
neads of the parish and its citizens and, at the same ;
tize, complies with the mandates of the Federal '
Constitution and laws. We are persuaded, however, thst :
tbhe Votin: Bizhty Act requires this result.
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Of{ course, Sectien 5 percits you to seek a
declaratory judgment from the Diatrict Court for the
District of Columbin that this plan neither has the
purpose nor will have the effect of denying or
abridging the right to wote on account of race.
Until such a judgrent is rendered by that court,
however, the legsal eifect of the objectica of the
Attorney Gencral is to render uvmenforceeble this
recpportionment plan.

Sincerely,

AVID L. KXAZ
Assistant Attorney Genexal
Civil Rishts Divisien
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