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Dear Mr. Hatcher: 

T h i s  is i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  1978 and 1982 reappor t ion-  
ment p l a n s  f o r  t h e  p o l i c e  j u r y  and schoo l  board i n  LaSal le  
Parish, Lou i s i ana ,  submi t ted  t o  t h e  At torney General  pursuant  
to  S e c t i o n  5 of t h e  Voting R igh t s  A c t  of 1965, as amended, 
4 2  U . S . C .  1973c. Your submiss ion of t h e  1982 p l ans  was 
completed on October 20, 1982; your submission of t h e  1978 
p l a n s  w a s  r ece ived  on October 20, 1982. 

We have reviewed c a r e f u l l y  t h e  materials provided by 
t h e  p a r i s h ,  t h e  Bureau of  t h e  Census and in format ion  obtained 
frum o t h e r  p a r t i e s  du r ing  the c o u r s e  of  ou r  review. A t  the 
o u t s e t  w e  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  1978 reapport ionment  p l a n s  were 
drawn by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of the police j u r y  and t h e  s choo l  
board and subsequen t ly  approved by t h e  court i n  P r i t c h a r d  v. 
LaSa l l e  P a r i s h  School Board, No. 770878 (W.D. La. 1978). Such 
p l a n s  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  S e c t i o n  5 review. McDaniel v. Sanchez, 
452 U . S .  130 (1981). 

We also n o t e  t h a t  the black popu la t ion  i n  t h e  recogni-
zable m i n o r i t y  housing concen t r a t ed  areas l oca t ed  i n  District  
Nos. 6 ,  7 and 9 has been fragmented wi thout  any appa ren t  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  under bo th  t h e  1978 and 1982 reapport ionment  
plans. Such f ragmenta t ion  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  p l ans  may have 
been drawn with an  i n v i d i o u s  rac ia l  purpose. See Busbee v. 
s m i t h ,  C i v i l  Act ion No. 82-0665 (D. D . C .  J u l y  22, 1982). 



Because t h e  pre-1978 reappor t ionment  p l a n s  were held 
i n  t h e  P r i t c h a r d  l i t i g a t i o n  t o  be u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  nalappor-  
t i oned ,  we a r e  guided by W i l k e s  County v. United S t a t e s ,  450 
F. Supp. 1168 (D. D.C. 1978) and H i s s i s s i  i v. United S t a t e s ,  
490 F. Supp. 569 19791, --+(D. D.C. i n  rev iew ng t h e s e  p lans .  
W i l k e s  County r e q u i r e s  u s  to  view t h e  submi t ted  p l a n s  i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  f a i r l y  drawn a l t e r n a t i v e  p l a n s  (450 F. Supp. a t  1177) - The 
l e s s o n  i n  uississippi is t h a t  each  of t h e  adopted p l a n s  should 
r e f l e c t ,  . the s t r e n g t h  o f  b l a c k  v o t i n g  power as it e x i s t s m  (490 
F, Supp. a+, 581,). I n  t h i s  regard, our  a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  
b l acks  l i k e l y  would be a b l e  t o  elect a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e i r  
cho ice  f r a u  one of t h e  n ine  d i s t r i c t s  i n  a  p l a n  which s a t i s f i e s  
these requirements .  The submitted p lans ,  by f ragment ing blacb --;,-
popula t ion  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s ,  do  no t  afford t h i s  p o t e n t i a l .  *. .: 

Under S e c t i o n  5  of t h e  Voting Rights A c t ,  the s u b m i t t i n g  
a u t h o r i t y  has t h e  burden of  showing t h a t  a submi t ted  change h a s  
no d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  purpose o r  e f f e c t .  See Georqia  v. United 
S t a t e s ,  4 1 1  U.S. 526 (1973); see also t h e  Procedures  f o r  t h e  
Adminis t ra t ion  of S e c t i o n  5 ( 2 8  C.F.R. 51.39(e)  1. I n  l i g h t  of 
t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  above, I cannot  conc lude ,  a s  I 
must under t h e  Voting R i g h t s  A c t ,  t h a t  t h a t  burden h a s  been 
s u s t a i n e d  i n  t h i s  i n s t ance .  The re fo re ,  on beha l f  of t h e  At torney  
General ,  I must o b j e c t  t o  bo th  t h e  1978 and 1982 reappor t ionment  
p lans ,  

Of cou r se ,  as provided by S e c t i o n  5 o f  t h e  Vot ing Rights 
A c t  you have t h e  r i g h t  to seek  a d e c l a r a t o r y  judgment from the 
United S t a t e s  District Cour t  f o r  t h e  District of Columbia t h a t  
t h e s e  changes. have n e i t h e r  t h e  purpose n o r  w i l l  have t h e  e f f e c t  
of denying o r  a b r i d g i n g  the r i g h t  t o  v o t e  on accoun t  of r a c e  
o r  co lor .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  Procedures  f o r  the Admin i s t r a t i on  
of S e c t i o n  5 (28 C.F.R. 51.44) pe rmi t  you to r e q u e s t  t h e  
At torney General  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e  o b j e c t i o n .  However, u n t i l  
the o b j e c t i o n  is withdrawn o r  t h e  judgment from t h e  D i s t r i c t  
of Columbia Court is o b t a i n e d ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of  the o b j e c t i o n  by 
t h e  At torney General  is t o  make t h e s e  p l a n s  l e g a l l y  unenforce- 
ab l e ,  See a l s o  28 C.F.R. 51.9. 



To enable this Department to meet its responsibility 
to enforce t h e  Voting Rights  A c t ,  please inform us  of t h e  
course of a c t i o n  LaSalle Par i sh  p lans  to take w i t h  re spec t  
to t h i s  matter. If  you have any quest ions  concerning t h i s  
letter, please feel free to call Carl W. Gabel (202-724-8388),  
Director  of the  S e c t i o n  5 U n i t  of the vot ing  Sec t ion .  

A s s i s t a n t  ~ttorney-General 
C i v i l  Rights  Div is ion 

'-Sincerely 


