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ORDER

The Court having been polled at the request of one of the
members of the Court and a majority of the Circuit Judges
who are in regular active service not having voted in favor
of it, (Rule 35 Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure;
Local Fifth Circuit Rule 12) the motion for Hearing En
Banc is denied.

(s) John R. Brown CHIEF JUDGE

Before JOHN R. BROWN, Chief Judge, WISDOM,
GEWIN, BELL, THORNBERRY, COLEMAN,
GOLDBERG, AINSWORTH, GODBOLD, DYER,
SIMPSON, CLAYTON-* and MORGAN, Circuit Judges.

Opinion

ON MOTION FOR HEARING EN BANC

WISDOM, Circuit Judge, with whom BROWN, Chief
Judge, and GOLDBERG, Circuit Judge, join.

I respectfully dissent from the denial of the hearing en



banc.

Fifteen years after Brown,* school boards in the Western
District of Louisiana are still unwilling to face up to the
prerequisites to effective  desegregation.  These
prerequisites are the transitionary short steps which must
be taken now and the planning for the long steps that must
be taken in 1969-70/1970-71 to effect
lock-stock-and-barrel desegregation. More than two years
after Jefferson,2 this Court is still not able to get the
message through to these school boards that the standard
for determining the effectiveness of a desegregation plan
is an objective one: Does it work?: Fidelity to our earlier
holding in these very cases now consolidated in three
appeals,+ fidelity *1333 to other decisions of this Courts
and of the Sureme Court,f indeed fidelity to federal
judicial process command summary reversal.”

These thirty cases, consolidated in three appeals, were
among forty-four cases consolidated on appeal in Adams
v. Mathews, No. 26501. In Adams, on August 20, 1968,
we set deadlines for action by the school boards and by
the district court. We did so to prevent the delay here
granted by the district court and now blessed by a
majority of this Court. Our object was to forestall the
ubiquitous contention that it is too late this school term to
make extensive changes in the next school term.

The order in Adams is short. It is quoted, in pertinent part,
in the footnotes.2 We required the district court *1334 to
‘treat school desegregation cases as entitled to the highest
priority and conduct a hearing in each case at the earliest
practicable time, no later than November 4, 1968’0 If, ina
particular case, the district court concluded that the
existing freedom of choice plan was not working but that
it was not administratively feasible for the board to shift
‘immediately’ to other alternatives the court was directed
to require the board

(1) ‘to take forthwith such steps toward full desegregation
as may be practicable in the first and second semesters of
the 1968-69 school year, and (2) to formulate and submit
to the Court by November 28, 1968, a plan to complete
the full conversion of the school district to a unitary,
non-racial school system for the 1969-70 school year’.
(Emphasis added.)

We directed the district court to ‘enter an order by such
date as will permit effective review, if review is
necessary, of the court-approved actions the Board will
institute in the 1968-69 year as well as the 1969-70 year’.
Unfortunately for the constitutional rights of Negro
students, the 1968-69 term will be over by the time this
case is heard and decided on ‘expedited’ appeal. Full
desegregation in the 1969-70 term is made difficult, if not

impossible, by the unwillingness of the school boards to
take effective transitionary action.

On remand, the district court found that the ‘school
boards are acting in good faith’. But good faith does not
excuse non-compliance; it is relevant only as a necessary
ingredient of an acceptable desegregation plan.

The district court’s major finding was that the decree
under which the boards have been operating since the fall
of 1967 has ‘real prospects for dismantling the dual
system ‘at the earliest practicable date*- whenever that is.
Apparrently because of this finding, the district court did
not require the school boards to ‘take forthwith’ any steps
for the 1968-69 school year. And instead of requiring the
boards to submit by November 28, 1968, specific plans
for full conversion to a unitary, non-racial system, the
district court required each board to ‘re-assess its own
system and on or before March 1, 1969, make a report * *
* as to what additional courses are open to it to bring
about the end result required by the Supreme Court in
Green.’

I turn now to the Supreme Court’s conclusions as to what
does not constitute ‘real prospects for dismantling the
dual system’. In Green, the Supreme Court found the
following criteria relevant to workability of a school
desegregation plan (1) A school board’s adoption of a
freedom of choice plan 11 years after Brown | was
decided and 10 years after *1335 Brown |l raises the
inference that the board deliberately perpetuated the
unconstitutional dual system. ‘Such delays are no longer
tolerable * * *, The burden on a school board today is to
come forward with a plan that promises realistically to
work, and promises realistically to work now’; not at ‘the
earliest practicable date’.12 (2) Freedom of choice is not
acceptable if its effect is to shift the burden of
desegregating schools from the school board to the
children and their parents.: (3) Existence of an all-Negro
schoolz and (4) the fact that 85 percent of the Negro
children attend all-Negro schools demonstrate, as a matter
of law, that a desegregation plan is not working.: (5)
Green does not deal with faculty desegregation. The
Supreme Court has held, however, that students in public
schools have a constitutional right to attend schools where
teachers have not been assigned on the basis of race. As
to faculty, Jefferson held that nothing less is required than
‘that the pattern of teacher assignment to any particular
school not be identifiable as tailored for a heavy
concentration of either Negro or white pupils in the
school’.:s Bessemer set a date for ‘C-day’, the first day of
the 1970-71 term, for full compliance with the
requirement of faculty integration.:s The Fourth and Tenth
Circuits require, as a remedy to eliminate faculty
segregation, ‘the same approximate percentage of



non-white teachers in each school as there now is in the
system’.17

This Court has held that ‘school authorities bear the
burden of justifying an apparent lack of progress’.s At the
November 12 hearing the school boards came forward
with no suggested steps that might ease the transition
from a dual to a unitary system. They relied on the
so-called Jefferson reports to the courts, statistical records
showing the degree of desegregation. These reports show
that there is no basis for the district court’s findings. On
the contrary, there is not one case where a desegregation
plan meets the Green-Jefferson criteria and none that
offers any hope of ‘working’ without substantial additions
and changes.

There are seven school districts involved in the cases

consolidated in No. 27,087.2 Here are the facts as to those
districts. (a) The 37 traditionally Negro *1336 schools
remain all-Negro schools. (b) The number and percentage
of Negroes attending formerly all-white schools is as
follows:

(c) The figures on faculty integration are unclear, e.g. they
do not reflect the courses taught by teachers or whether an
arts teacher for several schools is treated as a member of
the faculties in the several schools. The number of Negro
teachers on the faculties in white schools and the number
of white teachers on the faculties of Negro schools is as
follows:

FACULTY DESEGREGATION - NO. 27,087

School System

Former white schools

whites
Claiborne Parish 108
Union Parish 134
Concordia Parish 184 1/2
Winn Parish 140
Jackson Parish 127 1/3
Monroe (City) 266

Ouachita Parish

There are 13 school districts involved in the cases
consolidated in No. 27106. There are 103 virtually
all-Negro schools enrolling 97 percent of the Negro

Teachers on Faculties in

Teachers on Faculties

of Negro schools

Negroes whites Negroes
0 8 112

17 13 91

14 13 160

10 3 68
71/2 81/3 802/3
23 27 215

Figures not given in 1968 Report.

students; that is, three percent attend white schools. In 12
of the 13 school districts 5 percent, or less, of the Negro
students attend white schools; in Avoyelles Parish 12
percent of the Negro students attend white schools. No



white students *1337 attend or have attended Negro
schools in 11 of these district; one white student attends a
Negro school in Bossier Parish, and one in Caddo Parish.
The faculty desegregation is as follows:
FACULTY DESEGREGATION - NO. 27106

Number of Percentag
Teachers e of

Teachers

Number of Teachers Assigned to Assigned

School to School

of
In System of Opposite Race Opposite
Race
School System School Year white Negro Negro whi w N
te h

i g

t r
e o
AVOYELLES 1967 - 68 293 126 6 3 1 4
0 7
2 6
1968 - 69 317 126 8 9 3 6
1 6
5 6
BIENVILLE 1967 - 68 119 135 81 72 5 5
1/4 3/4 :
8 8
7 9
1968 - 69 121 133 13 13 1 1
4/5 1/2 1/2 0 0
6 1
7 1
BOSSIER 1967 - 68 551 212 14 7 1 6
2 6



CADDO

CLAIBORNE

CONCORDIA

DE SOTO

EAST CARROLL

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

614

1418

1395

(See Footnote 3)

102

108

184

184.5

154

136~

84

213

1117

1094

115

112

147

160

1936

1847

109

33

15

91

22

66

(See Footnote 3)

14

14

13

14



GRANT

JACKSON

LA SALLE

LINCOLN

RAPIDES

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

§(-& _-*

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

1968 - 69

1967 - 68

83

127

128

124

127

1/3

140

139

174

182

766

97

49

51

84

802/3

23

251/2

133

142

409

1/3

1/2

5o

16
2/3

78

1/

1/

79

17

w« -

o -



1968 - 69 807.5

RICHLAND 1967 - 68 168

1968 - 69 175

There are fifteen school districts involved in the cases
consolidated in No. 27,054. In a few districts there has
been progress in student desegregation. In *1338
Vermilion Parish, for example, 44 percent of all Negro
students attend former white schools.z2 But it can hardly
be said that free choice is working in Evangeline Parish.
In that parish the percentage of Negro students attending
white schools dropped from 2.9 percent in 1967-68 to 2.3
percent in 1968-69. The following tables show the extent
of student and faculty desegregation as of
September-October of 1968:

I am not suggesting that freedom of choice should
necessarily be abandoned in favor of zoning. In some
areas, because of residential patterns based on race,
court-approved school zoning would legalize the Southern
equivalent of Northern de facto segregation. In many
school districts freedom of choice has not worked because
school boards have thought that they complied with the
law simply by opening the doors of white schools to
Negro children bold enough to apply for entrance. That is
not the law. This Court and the Supreme Court have held
*1339 that the dual system must be done away with, root
and branch. There is nothing necessarily unconstitutional
about freedom of choice or geographic zoning or a
combination of the two. Whatever plan is used, transfers
should be favored when a transferee is from a school
where the transferee’s race constitute a majority and he is
transferring to a school where students of his race are in
the minority; minority to majority transfers should not be
favored. Principals are enormously important, especially
in rural areas. They should be rotated or assigned to
schools where students of the opposite race are in the
majority. All athletic activities should have been
desegregated years ago.

The statistical evidence points plainly to the fact that in a

416 37 26 3 8

2 4

1 1

139 0 0 0 0

150 11 11 6 7
5/ .

6 7 3

6 3

freedom of choice system white students will not attend a
school having a Negro principal and all-Negro faculty.
One remedy is for the school authorities to assign teachers
on the basis of race, so that the faculty of each school will
substantially reflect the racial composition of the total
number of teachers in the system. The rule should not be
inflexible. The proportion of teachers and staff in a school
should substantially reflect the ratio of Negro teachers in
a school to all teachers in the system such as would have
resulted if, in the past, teachers had been assigned without
regard to race. As this Court has held in other cases, race
may be considered when it is necessary in fashioning a
remedy to undo past unconstitutional discrimination.2
The purpose is not to achieve racial balance as an end in
itself but to use it as a means of ending the dual system
based on segregated faculties in segregated schools. As
the Seventh Circuit recently pointed out in a decision
upholding a district court’s order requiring bussing of
children from one Chicago school to another, This is not
done to achieve racial balance, although that may be the
result, but to counteract the legacy left by the Board’s
history of discrimination.” United States v. School District
151 of Cook County, lllinois, Dec. 17, 1968, 404 F.2d
1125,

Freedom of choice as now administered by the defendant
school boards fails all of the tests established by Green
and restated in Adams in these very cases now before us.2
The judgments below *1340 should be summarily
reversed with instructions that each defendant school
board be ordered to submit immediately a desegregation
plan that ‘promises realistically to work now’, to the end
that the school system be converted to one without white
schools and Negro schools, but just schools.

All Citations



406 F.2d 1331 (Mem)
Footnotes

Judge CLAYTON did not participate in the vote on a hearing en banc due to illness.

1 Brown v. Board of Education, 1954, 347 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct. 686, 98 L.Ed. 873, 38 A.L.R.2d 1180, (Brown 1); 1955, 349
U.S. 294, 75 S.Ct. 753, 99 L.Ed. 1083 (Brown Il).

2 United States v. Jefferson County Board of Education, 5 Cir. 1966, 372 F.2d 836 (Jefferson 1), adopted on rehearing
en banc, 1967, 380 F.2d 385 (Jefferson II), cert. denied, Caddo Parish School Board v. United States, 389 U.S. 840, 88
S.Ct. 67, 19 L.Ed.2d 103.

3 In Jefferson | this Court said, with emphasis, that ‘The only school desegregation plan that meets constitutional
standards is one that works.” 372 F.2d at 847. In Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, Virginia, 1968,
391 U.S. 430, 88 S.Ct. 1689, 20 L.Ed.2d 716, the Supreme Court said, ‘The burden on a school board today is to come
forward with a plan that promises realistically to work, and promises realistically to work now’. Under HEW
regulations, freedom of choice plans are acceptable, so long as in operation such a plan is effective. 45 CFR §§
80.1-80.13, 181-1-181.76 (1967).

4 Adams v. Mathews, 5 Cir., 403 F.2d 181 (No. 26,501, August 20, 1968). See also Graves v. Walton County Board of
Education, 5 Cir., 403 F.2d 184 (No. 26,452, September 28, 1968), in which we put school boards on notice that
all-Negro schools in this circuit ‘must be integrated or abandoned by the commencement of the next school-year.” In
Graves we suggested steps, also suggested in this dissenting opinion, that school boards should take in order to
carry out the imperative commands of the Supreme Court in Green and of this Court in Adams.

5 Notably, Jefferson; Davis v. Board of School Commissioners of Mobile County, 5 Cir. 1968, 364 F.2d 896; United
States v. Board of Education of City of Bessemer, 5 Cir. 1968, 396 F.2d 44; Montgomery County Board of Education
v. Carr, 5 Cir. 1968, 400 F.2d 1, dissenting opinions, 402 F.2d 782.

6 Particularly Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, Virginia, 1968, 391 U.S. 430, 88 S.Ct. 1689, 20
L.Ed.2d 716; Raney v. Board of Education, 1968, 391 U.S. 443, 88 S.Ct. 1697, 20 L.Ed.2d 727; Monroe v. Board of
Commissioners, 1968, 391 U.S. 450, 88 S.Ct. 1700, 20 L.Ed.2d 733, 735; and, earlier, Bradley v. School Board of City
of Richmond Va., 1965, 382 U.S. 103, 86 S.Ct. 224, 15 L.Ed.2d 187 and Rogers v. Paul, 1965, 382 U.S. 198, 86 S.Ct.
358, 15 L.Ed.2d 265.

7 For example, the Jefferson decree, which was entered in all of the cases included in the three appeals before this
Court, provides, in part, as follows:
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Section VIlI(a) Faculty Employment. Race or color shall not be a factor in the hiring, assignment, reassignment,
promotion, demotion, or dismissal of teachers and other professional staff members, including student teachers,
except that race may be taken into account for the purpose of counteracting or correcting the effect of the
segregated assignment of faculty and staff in the dual system. Teachers, principals, and staff members shall be
assigned to schools so that the faculty and staff is not composed exclusively of members of one race. Wherever
possible, teachers shall be assigned so that more than one teacher of the minority race (white or Negro) shall be on
a desegregated faculty. Defendants shall take positive and affirmative steps to accomplish the desegregation of their
school faculties to achieve substantial desegregation of faculties in as many of the schools as possible for the
1967-68 school year notwithstanding that teacher contracts for the 1967-68 or 1968-69 school years may have
already been signed and approved. The tenure of teachers in the system shall not be used as an excuse for failure to
comply with this provision. The defendants shall establish as an objective that the pattern of teacher assignment to
any particular school not be identifiable as tailored for a heavy concentration of either Negro or white pupils in the
school. * * * Section VIlI(c) Past Assignments. The defendants shall take steps to assign and reassign teachers and
other professional staff members to climinate the effects of the dual school system. (Emphasis added.)

Adams, 403 F.2d 188, (No. 26,501, August 20, 1968):

The court should make findings of fact and state conclusions of law (in each case) as to (1) whether the school
board’s existing plan of desegregation is adequate ‘to convert (the dual system) to a unitary system in which racial
discrimination would be eliminated root and branch’ and (2) whether the proposed changes will result in a
desegregation plan to ‘promises realistically to work now’. An effective plan should produce integration of faculties,
staff, facilities, transportation, and school activities (such as athletics) along with integration of students. * * *

If in a school district there are still all-Negro schools, or only a small fraction of Negroes enrolled in white schools, or
no substantial integration of faculties and school activities then, as a matter of law, the existing plan fails to meet
constitutional standards as established in Green. Boards in such districts are under a duty to take affirmative action
toward effective desegregation before the start of the 1968-69 school year or as soon as practicable after the
commencement of that year. One alternative to freedom of choice is the assighment of students on the basis of
geographic attendance zones. In an attendance zone system (as in a freedom-of-choice system), the school
authorities should consider the consolidation of certain schools, pairing of schools, and a majority-to-minority
transfer policy as means to the end of disestablishing the dual system. * * * Should the district court in a particular
case conclude that the existing freedom-of-choice plan is not working, but that it is not administratively feasible for
the board to shift immediately to other alternatives, the court should require the board (1) to take forthwith such
steps toward full desegregation as may be practicable in the first and second semesters of the 1968-69 school year,
and (2) to formulate and submit to the court, by November 28, 1968, a plan to complete the full conversion of the
school district to a unitary, non-racial system for * * *1969-70; * * * The district court should enter an order by such
date as will permit effective review in this Court, if review is necessary, of the court-approved actions the Board will
institute in the 1968-69 year as well as the 1969-70 year. * * *

The hearing was held on November 12, 1968, with the approval of this Court. The Chief Judge of the Western
District, with commendable celerity, after Green and before Adams, had called a hearing en banc to determine the
effect of that of Green on school desegregation plans in the Western District of Louisiana.

Green, 391 U.S. at 438, 88 S.Ct. at 1694, 20 L.Ed.2d at 724. Here the schools voluntarily adopted no plan. They acted
only under the compulsion of court orders.
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18
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Green, 391 U.S. at 442, 88 S.Ct. at 1696, 20 L.Ed.2d at 726.

Green, 391 U.S. at 442, 88 S.Ct. at 1696, 20 L.Ed.2d at 726.

Green, 391 U.S. at 442, 88 S.Ct. at 1696, 20 L.Ed.2d at 726.

Bradley v. School Board, 1965, 382 U.S. 103, 86 S.Ct. 224, 15 L.Ed.2d 187; Rogers v. Paul, 1965, 382 U.S. 198, 86 S.Ct.
358, 15 L.Ed.2d 265.

380 F.2d at 394.

United States v. Board of Education of City of Bessemer, 5 Cir. 1968, 396 F.2d 44.

Dowell v. School Board of Oklahoma City, W.D.Okla., 1965, 244 F.Supp. 971, 978, aff’'d., 10 Cir. 1967, 375 F.2d 158,
167, cert. denied, 387 U.S. 931, 87 S.Ct. 2054, 18 L.Ed.2d 993; Coppedge v. Franklin County Board of Education, E.D.
N.Car., 1967, 273 F.Supp. 289, 300, aff'd., 4 Cir. 1968, 394 F.2d 410. The Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit has
declined to require this formula, but has suggested it is a standard ‘which comports with Brown’. Kelley v. Altheimer,
Arkansas Public School District No. 22, 1967, 8 Cir., 378 F.2d 483, n. 24.

Jefferson |, 372 F.2d at 895.

The statistics cited in this opinion are based on the September-October 1968 reports of the school boards filed with
the district courts in accordance with Jefferson. Necessarily, | have had to rely on the briefs of the
plaintiffs-appellants who used the reports as a basis for their compilation of statistics. There is some overlap; that is,
some school districts are defendants in two or more proceedings.

STUDENT DESEGREGATION - NO. 27,087

Percentage

No. of of Negroes

Negroes attending



at former former

No. of No. of white white
School System Negroes whites schools schools
Union Parish 2300 2700 17 0.5
City of Monroe 5300 54 1
Concordia Parish 3400 37 1
Claiborne Parish - 23 1
Ouachita Parish 4500 12,300 79 1.5
Winn Parish 1520 2400 69 3.8
Jackson Parish 1500 83 5

* according to choice forms

There was no faculty desegregation prior to the 1967-68 school year.

Includes 5 full time regular classroom teachers, 1 full time librarian, 1 part time guidance teacher and 1 part time
music teacher.

Includes 4 full time regular classroom teachers and 2 part time music teachers.

Does not include special teachers at Line Avenue Trainable School, Caddo School for Exceptional Children, Polio
Center and Shrine Hospital.



No full time regular classroom teachers.

Ibid.

Includes 20 itinerant teachers serving in more than one school.

Does not include fractions of teachers.

Includes 2 “helping teachers.”

No full time regular classroom teachers.

However, in Vermilion all of the other Negro students attend one large all-Negro school. The school board still
maintains two all-white schools.

STUDENT DESEGREGATION IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS - NO. 27,054

No. of Negroes

&e
No. of Negro No. of white attending No. of All-Negro All-white
School System Students Students white Schools Schools Schools Schools
Caddo 25,414 33,879 642 (2.5%) 77 26 15
Bossier 4,268 13,949 188 (4.4%) 24 5 5

Madison 3,235 1,255 83 (2.6%) 8 5 0



Jeff Davis

Lafayette

Acadia

Iberia

St. Martin

St. Mary

Vermilion

Rapides

Evangeline

St. Landry

Natchitoches

School System

No. of

Negro

Teachers

2,069

6,984

2,694

4,897

3,516

5,390

1,644

9,671

3,114

10,754

4,601

No. of

white

Teachers

5,976

20,311

8,930

10,070

4,871

10,537

8,138

18,856

5,624

1,779

4,327

270 (13%)

1,195 (17%)

149 (5.5%)

426 (8.7%)

128 (3.6%)

729 (13.5%)

722 (44%)

402 (4.3%)

71 (2.3%)

330 (3%)

101 (2.2%)

FACULTY DESEGREGATION - NO. 27,054

No. of No. of Average
Negro white No. at
Teachers Teachers Schools
at white at Negro of other

Schools Schools Race

No. of

Schools

19

35

22

30

15

26

18

51

14

43

26

All-white

Faculties or

having 1

Negro

10

11

19

20

10

All-Negro

Faculties or

having 1

white

16



Caddo 1,099 1,395 96 66 2.1 77 2 2

Bossier 213 614 33 22 23 24 1 1
Madison 137 81 5 13 2.25 8 2 1
Jeff Davis 110 287 11 2.7 19 14 5
Natchitoches 247.07 301 29 33 24 26 10
Lafayette 283 911 45 28 2.1 35 7 2
Acadia 127 389 23 12 1.6 22 12 not given
Iberia 231 430 24 2 .86 30 9 2
St. Martin 161 215 15 8 15 15 3 3
St. Mary 246 455 52 12 25 26 1 4
Vermilion 62 3715 23 314 18 11 not given
Rapides 392 786.5 35 28 1.2 51 11 10
Evangeline 142 274 19 12 2.2 14 not given 2
St. Landry 484 547 23 21 1.02 43 23 19

See Jefferson |, 372 F.2d at 876-878; Brooks v. Beto, 5 Cir. 1966, 366 F.2d 1; United States v. State of Louisiana,
E.D.La.1963, 225 F.Supp. 353, aff'd., 380 U.S. 145, 85 S.Ct. 817, 13 L.Ed.2d 709.

The following tables compiled by the district clerks show the improvement or lack of substantial improvement in
1968 over 1967:

(NEGRO) STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS OF PREDOMINANTLY DIFFERENT RACE (That is, Former white schools)

TEACHERS IN SCHOOLS OF PRE-DOMINANTLY DIFFERENT RACE



Avoyelles

Bienville

Bossier

Caddo

Claiborne

Concordia

DeSoto

East Carroll

Grant

Jackson

Lincoln

Rapides

Richland

PARISH

1967

203

53

137

482

24

32

20

106

48

37

95

302

11

1968

410

55

191

677

23

37

30

162

39

83

111

400

34



Calcasieu

Jeff Davis

Lafayette

Acadia

Iberia

St. Martin

St. Mary

Vermilion

Evangeline

St. Landry

Natchitoches

Madison

Winn

Ouachita

734

178

620

61

301

381

467

311

77

318

95

79

58

66

944

260

1195

149

446

411

739

723

71

339

137

83

69

83



Monroe

Webster

Winn

Union

Avoyelles

Bienville

Bossier

Caddo

Claiborne

Concordia

DeSoto

East Carroll

PARISH

22

120

58

11

5507

1967

15

21

50

30

108

69

14

8146

1968

17

26

55

179

27

28

11



Grant

Jackson

Lincoln

Rapides

Richland

Jeff Davis

Calcasieu

Lafayette

Acadia

Iberia

St. Martin

St. Mary

Vermilion

Evangeline

15

12

20

10

10

24

33

11

18

34

63

22

14

59

72

35

25

36

65

26

30



St. Landry 14 44

Natchitoches 20 71
Madison 5 17
Union 8 30
Ouachita 6 58
Winn 0 13
Monroe 5 49
Webster 18 31

351 1170



