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T h i s  is fc reference t o  the  reapporticmamt plans 
Eor the U p i d e s  ParLsn Police 3ury ;md S c b o l  %ard 
which were subuitted Co the htro-y General pursuant; 
to Section 5 02 the V6tw Rights Act of 1965. Y m  
subudssioiz wa6 received on November 3, 1975. 

The plans which are the eubject of this stlbT;lission 
are the ylms adopted as a tesult  of the Litigation kz 
te Blanc v. R a p i d e s  Paris11 Police Jury, C.A. Bo. 13,715 
(T3.3. La. JuLy 26, 3.372) . While chers m y  have been so-a 
doubt  concerr.ixq the necessity Eor these plans to be 
subnitteu l o r  Section 5 rwiew and wllile t h b  matter fins 
been l it igateti ,  United States v. Ragides Parish School -%oarti, C.A.  No. LY,2iiS (U.0. U.),i t  rww appears that 
regir-ciiess of the status oE the l a w  in 1973 when the 
latter case wae decided, it is now clear that suck plans 
are subjeck t o  review ucier --the prwbiaee of Section 5 
02 t'uc Voting Itightc; A c t .  Comer V. Wailer, 421 U.S. 
656 , (1975). 

I?c have ~ a x s f u l l yconsidered the &ubdtted plans 

a l o n ~with Census Bureau data, inEormation and coannents 

frord interested parties ,  as well a s  election results 

for the two governing bodies s b c e  1371. Our analysis 

of the electLon results under the s W t t e d  plans which 




utilize m i t i - w b e r  districts raveale  Wt the 
i~2lemezltationof Che ylcirw h p n u i s s i v ~ l ydilute 
the voting strength of black persons. Thia i s  
i l lu t ra teu  by the  fact that blacks have not been 
elected under either plan. Ne also note that: under 
tile single-r~elri~ersystel~biqlecuentcd by Court order 
in 1974, two black ccndi&tea werc elected to each 
respective body for the f irst  r h  Fn lrrodern hfstrory. 

Recent court decisions suggest thnt  the ssa of 
m u l t i - s d c r '  Jist;riccs under cfrc=met;snces such as 
those existing in Ro?ictes Parish operate t o  m9nMze 
or dilute the voting strength c-f a mJnnrity group, 
and, thus, have an i~~vidioi tediscriuiaatory effect. 
~ h i t ev. Kageo~er,412 U.S. 755 (1973);~ h i t c o &v. 
,Ch;;vis, Cd3 U.S. 124 (1971); Zhcr v. klcKeithen, 
4b5 5'. 2d 1297 (5ch Cir. 1973). 

Zza view of these courf dczfsions aad on the 
baais of a l l  t he  available facts and circumst;ances, 
1 bave concluded that  the s u h l t t e d  plana have had, 
and m y  continue t o  i sve  a discrtninatory racial 
effect: on ruinority voting rights. Therefore, ou Maif 
of tire Attorney Genexal, 1 uurst interpoee an obje~ t ion  
t o  tne gchool b a r d  and police jury reapportionnent 
plans. 

Of course, Section 5 penmifa you to seak a 
declaratory judgmnt fron the United States District 
Court for the i)LatxLct of Colmb5.a that this plan 
naitber hao the puipose nor will bave the effect of 
denying or s b r i d g i q  the rSght t o  vote oa acwuat of 
race or color, However, until such o judgement i s  
rendered by that Court ,  the le@l effect of tho 
objecCioa by Attorney General is t o  reader these 
plans unenforceable. 
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