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DLN :JEK :c l k  
D.J. 166-012-3 

M r .  Joseph F. Keogh AUG 6 1971 
Parish Attorney 
East Baton Rouge Parish 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821 

Dear M r .  Keogh: 

T n i s  i s  in reference to  the  appl ica t ion  of  

East Baton Rouge Parish f o r  the approval of  a change 

in the  membership of the  Parish Council of East Baton 

Rouge Par ish  which the  Par ish  proposes t o  implement 

under the  Plan of Government of East  Baton Rouge 

Parish.  


I have examined c a r e f u l l y  the  information 
furnished by t h e  Parish concerning the  change proposed 
t o  be implemented. While I understand the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
inherent  in formulating any form of  reapportionment 
p lan ,  f e a t u r e s  of the  proposal you submitted r a i s e  
problems which I f e e l  obl iga ted  t o  br ing  t o  your a t t e n -
t ion. 

Our study of t h i s  proposal shows t h a t  the  addi- 
t ion  of a  member t o  the  Parish Council from Ward 3 
r e s u l t s  in a representa t ion  from t h a t  ward of 22,793 
per member, o r  12.1% l e s s  than the  i d e a l  representa t ion  
of 25,924. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, representa t ion  in  Ward 
2 i s  36,809 per  member o r  42% over the  l o c a l  represen- 
t a t i o n  per member. Thus, t h e  t o t a l  v a r i a t i o n  in  
representa t ion  on the  Council would be 54.1%. 

Developments in the  law a s  t o  the  requirements 
of a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  acceptable  reapportionment plan.  
a s  exemplified in  ~ i 2 k ~ a t r i c k  ~ r i e s l e r ,  394 U.S.v. 
526 (1969). show t h a t  the  v a r i a t i o n  in r e ~ r e s e n t a t i o n  
in the  ~ a s t  Baton Rouge proposal deviates '  so f a r  from 
the  "one-man , one-vote" requirements appl ied by the  



Supreme Court a s  t o  make t h i s  plan l e g a l l y  unenforce- 
able .  Under these  circumstances,  i t  i s  not  poss ib le  
f o r  us  t o  evaluate  t h e  impact of t h e  plan under t h e  
F i f t e e n t h  Amendment and t h e  Voting Rights Act and we 
a r e  t e c h n i c a l l y  requi red  t o  en te r  an objec t ion  t o  t h e  
plan.  I suggest  t h a t  t h e  Pa r i sh  Council may wish t o  
devise another  plan of reapportionment which meets 
t h e  "one-man, one-vote" requirements. Of course,  
such plan a l s o  would have t o  be submitted under 
Sect ion 5 of t h e  Voting Rights Act and would receive 
our prompt cons i d e r a t  ion.  

I am enclosing f o r  your informat ion proposed 
guide l ines  which genera l ly  descr ibe  t h e  Department ' s 
enforcement procedures under Sect ion  5 .  

Since re ly ,  

DAVID L. NORMAN 

Acting Ass i s t an t  Attorney General 


Civi1 Rights Division 
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