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A. Introduction

This joint Appendix to the Government's briefs
in seven school desegregation cases focuses on the
relief issues common to all of the cases.

The first school case subsequent to the second
Brown decision reached fhis Court 1in 193%{ As of April,
1966, 42 cases had been appealed to this Cod?%{ all con-
cerned with the development of means to effect the
transition from segregated to desegregated school
systems. When the appendix was filed in April, 1966,
the district courts in the Fifth Circuit had considered
128 such casEé/in the same period. Between May 1, 1966
and March 1, 1967, at least 32 additional school desegre-
gation cases have been filed in district courts, bringing
the total to 166;/ The history of these cases shows that
present modes of school litigation have substantially
burdened the courts of this circuit; that the process
has failed to produce uniformity in the application of
the law of school desegregation; that there exists a
substantial time lag between the enunciation of princi-

ples by this Court and their application by the district

courts; that there is even some variance between this

_1/ Bell v. Rippey, N.D. Texas, Civil Action No. 6165,
Notice of Appeal filed on October 4, 1955. Decided,
sub nom. Brown v. Rippey, 233 F. 2d 796 (1956).

2/ See the Chart of Procedural Histories of Fifth Cir-
cuit School Desegregation Suits, infra. The procedural
histories have not been updated. ~They are current as of
April, 1966.

3/ These are suits filed by the United States. Additional
CTases may have been filed by private parties.



Court's decisions and later District Court decisions; that
the law has not been successful in developing local
responsibility to administer schools in compliance with
the Constitution; and that the results of the process,
measured by the number of Negro children being educated
in integrated'schoolg%/have been limited. The facts and
our briefs in these seven cases suggest that the Court
should adopt a uniform and comprehensive decree which
would govern the transitional stages of school desegre-
gation in the seven school districts before the Court.
It would, moreover, be unmistakable precedent for all
school systems desegregating by free choice plans. The
adoption of a uniform and comprehensive decree by this
Court would have the effects of lightening the judicial
burdens of school litigation and relitigation, bringing
uniformity to the application of the law of school de-
segregation, enhancing local responsibility and compli-

ance with a clearly defined law of school desegregation,

and producing effective desegregation.

L/ In the seven cases here before the court only 0.19%
of the Negro students were attending formerly white schools
in 1965-1966 (Affidavit of St. John Barrett in support of
motion to expedite and consolidate these cases). No
enrollment statistics for 1966-67 are in the record. The
Statistical Summary by the Southern Education Reporting
Service, December 29, 1965, reflects the following statewide
percentages: Alabama - 0.43%; Mississippi - 0.59%;
Louisiana - 0.69%; Georgia - 2.66%; Florida - 9.76%;

Texas - 17.2%.




B. A Statistical Compilation of Judicial

Proceedings 1n School Desegregation
Cases Arising in the Fifth Circuit 5/

1, Case load

District Court of Supreme
Court Appeals Court
Number of
Cases 128 L2 5
Number of Orders
Entered 513 76 10

2. Frequency of Appeals to this Court

Number of Cases With One or More Appeals 42
Number of Cases With Two or More Appeals 21
Number of Cases With Three or More Appeals 8
Number of Cases With Four or More Appeals 4

. Number of Cases With Five or More Appeals 2

5/ These tables are based on the procedural histories
In Volumes II and IITI of this Appendix. The procedural
histories have not been updated, They are current as
of April, 1966, and do not include suits filed after
that date. '



3. Chronology
of
Case loads

Cases Filed

Distgict Appeals

Court Noticed
1954 0 0
1955 4 1
1956 L 6
1957 o 1
1958 2 1
1959 2 L
1960 5 5
1961 7 L
1962 12 7
1963 14 15
1964 16 10
1965 56 25

6/

1966~ 5 1

6/ This table is based on the procedural histories in
Volume II and III of this appendix. The procedural
histories have not been updated and are current as
of April, 1966, Suits filed after that date are not

included.



C. A Statistical Analysis of Court-Approved School
Desegregation Plans 1n the Fifth Circuit

When this appendix was filed in April, 1966, there
were 99 court-approved choice plans in the circuit, 44
did not desegregate all grades by 1967; 78 failed to
provide specific, non-racial criteria for denying choiceE%/
79 failed to proyide any start toward faculty desegregation;
only 22 places provided for transfers to take courses not
otherwise available; L4 included the Singleton transfer rule.

Currently there are at least 129 court-approved
choice plans in the Fifth Circui?%/ Based on the plan
analysis charts in the following section (The suits in
which the United States is a party or amicus have been
updated and new suits filed by the Government have been
included., Private cases in which the United States is not
participating have not been updated and are current as of
April, 1966), 39 of these plans do not desegregate all
grades by 1967; 80 fail to provide specific, non-racial
criterié for denying choiceE%/79 fail to provide any
start toward faculty desegregation; only 29 places

provide for transfers to take courses not otherwise

available; 27 include the Singleton transfer rule.

7/ We show here the number of plans without provisions that
Fall within these categories in our Plan Analysis Charts
(which are attached to this Appendix): '‘Overcrowding Only"
and '"In Case of Overcrowding, Proximity Only."

8/ This includes court-approved choice plans in suits
Tiled by the Government since April, 1966. There may be
additional plans in suits filed by private parties since
that date.



The chart which follows on the next eight pages,
broken down by judicial districts, tabulates in greater
detail the number and type of provisions to be found in
court-approved plans. It shows the degree of nonuniformity
between judicial districts and the extent to which the
nonuniform court-approved plans in the Fifth Circuit lag

behind judicial standards and H.E.W. procedures.



FIFTH CIRCUIT REACH OF NBTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-~
PLAN RACIAL
All Personal {News- |Annual| All -Second Officials {Routing of ASSIggMENT
YISTRICTS Grades Notice |paper (Choilce [Students|{Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
(No. of {Covered Notice Must Influence |Accommodate CHOOSERS
Plans) By 1967 Choose Choice Choice
ALABAMA |
Northern (8) 5 1 8 8 1 0 0 1 0
Middle 511 s 5 5 5 5 1 5 5 5
: Southern  (4) 3 4 3 t Ly 0 3 4 2
EFLORIDA
| Northern (4)| 1 i 2 4 0 0 0 0 0
' Miadle 9y | " M 9 1 > 0 1 0
Southern (&) I 3 1 ) 0 0 0 0 0
EGEORGIA
; Northern (1) 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 | 0 0
Middle (5) 1 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Southern (2) | 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
;LOUISIANA
Eastern (18} | 11 16 12 18 3 3 3 3 2
Western  (24) 17 21 20 ol 0 0 ¢ 0
-7 -




FIFTH CIRCUIT REACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN RACTIAL
All Personal | News- Annual All Second {0fficials |Routing of ASSIggMENT
DISTRICTS Grades Notice paper Choice |Students|Choice | Not to Buses to NON-
(No. of |Covered Notice Must Inflgence Accommodate CHOOSERS
Plans) |By 1967 Choose Choice Choice
MISSISSIPPI
Northern (12)' 12 11 12 12 7 10° 7 3 0
Southern (20Y) ] 20 18 18 20 12 11 6 6 6
Northern (1) 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Southern  (6) 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
Eastern (4) 2 2 2 Y 0 0 2 2 0
Western (2) 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
iSubtotals
Alabama (17) 13 10 16 | 17 10 1 8 10
' Florida  (17) | 9 11 7 17 1 2 0 1 0
Georgia (8) 2 it 1 8 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana (42) 28 37 30 ho 3 3 3 3 o
Mississippi (32) 32 29 30 30 19 21 13 9 6
Texas (13) 6 2 2 13 0 0 2 e 2 0
' COTALS (129) | 90 93 88 |129 31 27 26 25 15
. ) :




FIFTH CIRCUIT

hJ

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Over- | In Case of Pupil [|"Comparable| To Take | Newly |Students|Singleton
DISTRICTS crowding| Overcrowding, | Placement School" Courses | Enrolled Who Transfer
(No. of Only Proximity Criteria |Provision Not Students Move Rule
Plans) Only Available
- LABAMA
Northern (8) 1 1 0 0 0 0
Middle (5) 5 0 0 1 1 1
| Southern (4y b 3 0 0 0 3 1 0
ELORIDA
% Northern (4) 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 1
| Middle (9) 1 3 1 0 o n 0 0
% Southern  (4) 0 0 b o 1 1 © °
; Northerh (1) 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
'~ Middle (5) 3 3 0 0 0 2 0 0
. Southern (2) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
;)UISIANA
1 Eastern (18)] 11~ 3 10 15 3 3 o 1
| Western  (24) 0 3 0 _*51_ 0. 14 0 0




|
|

|
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FIFTH CIRCUIT CRITERIA'FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
‘ Over- | In Case of Pupil | "Comparable| To Take | Newly |students §igg;%£93
DISTRICTS rrowding |Overcrowding,| Placement| School” Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
(No. of] Only Proximity Criteria | Provision Not Students| Move Rule
Plans) Only Available :
'ISSISSIPPI
 Northern (12), 5 11 0 0 9 9 1 10
Southern (20)| 15 18 0 0 12 15 1 14
EXAS
Northern (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
‘ébutﬁern (6) 0 0 ‘O 0 0 0 0 o
Eastern (4) 2 2 0 0 0 2 1 0
Western (2) 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ubtotals
Alabama ()| 10 11 1 0 1 11 2
Florida (17) L 8 0 3 8 0 1
Georgila (8) L L 1 0 1 o 0 0
Louisiana (42)| 11 6 10 36 3 17 0 1
 Mississippi (32)] 20 59" o o o1 ol 5 ol
‘ Texas (13) 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 o]
o (129)] 148 56 20 36 29 62 27
10 =




FPIFTH CIRCUIT FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
- ACTIVITIES
Faculty ‘Elimination Correction
"ISTRICTS. Meetings & of Race of Past General Transportation
(No. of {Inservice in New Hiring Racial Provision
‘Plans) [Fraining & Asslgnment Asslgnments
' LABAMA
: Rorthern (8) 0 1 1 1 0
~ Middle (5) 0 5 5 5 5
Southern (&) 0 3 o) 3 1
t
'LORIDA
: Northern (4) 1 0 0 1 1
i y
Middle (9) 1 5 0 3 2
| Southern  (4) 0 2 0 1 0
'EORGIA
, Northern (1) 0 0 0 0 0
- Middle (5) 0 0 o) 0 1
, Southern (2) 0 0 0 0 0
‘OUISIANA
~_Eastern (18) 0 3 3 3 5
~ Western (ol 0 0 0 0
‘ = IT -
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FIFTH CIRCUIT FACULTY DESEGREGATION gﬁg%gggﬁgfoghjg% é’%?,‘f“ﬁ“ng’
- ACTIVITIES
DISTRICTS Faculty Elimination Correction
(No.of |Meetings & of Race of Past General Transportation
Plans) [Inservice in New Hiring Racial Provision
Training & Assignment Assignments
~MISSISSIPPI
Northern (12) 2 10 0 9 12
Southern (20) 5 17 5 12 15
IEXAS
Northern (1) 0 0 0] 1 0
Southern  (6) 0 0 0 0 0
Eastern (4) 1 2 0 2 2
Western (2) 0 -0 0 0 0
ZSubtotals
Alabama . (17) 0 9 6 9 6
Florida  (17) 2 7 0 5 3
Georgia (8) 0 0 0 0 1
Louisiana (42) 0 3 3 3 6
Mississippi (32 7 27 5 21 27
' Texas (13) 1 2 0 3 2
' TOTALS (129). 10 48 14 T3} L5
P 1
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FIFTH CIRCUIT

-

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION

. Closing of Equalization of Remedial REnggING
DISTRICTS Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
(No. of | Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Plans) Facilities
ALABAMA |
Northern (8) 1 1 0 1
Middle (5) 5 1 il I
Southern (1) 2 0 0 0
FLORIDA
Northern (4) 0 0 0 1
Middle (9) 0 0 0 0
Southern (M) 0 0 0 0
GEORGIA
Northern (1) _QC;‘ 0 0 0
Middle (5) 0 0 0 0
Southern (2) 0 0 | 0 0
IOUISTIANA
Eastern  (18) 1 3 3 8
Western  (24) 0 0 0 0

- 15 -




FIFTH CIRCUIT EQUALIZING EPUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROX%%ION
Closing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
DISTRICTS Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
(No. of Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Plans) Facilities
MISSISSTIPPI
Northern (12) 0 8 2 L
Southern  (20) 1 11 6 4
TEXAS
Northern (1) 0 0 0 0
Southern (6) 0 0 0 0
Eastern (4) 0 0 0 0
Western (2) 0 0 0 0
Subtotals
Alabama (17) 8 2 l 5
Florida  (17) 0 0 0 1
Georgla (8) 0 0 0 0
Louisiana (42) 1 3 | 3 8
Mississippi(32) 1 19 8 8
Texas (13) 0 O. 0 0
TOTALS (129) 10 2l 15 22

- 14 -




D. Plan Analysis Charts

The following charts analyze the component provi-
sions of the court-approved choice plans in this Circuit.
Plans are listed on the charts by state and judicial
district. Notation has been made of geographic plans
but these have not been analyzed. Suits which have not
yet resulted in court-approved plans have also been noted.
Cases in which the United States is a party or amicus have
been updated, and new suits which have been filed by the
Government between May 1, 1966 and March 1, 1967 have been
included. Private cases in which the United States is
not participating have not been updated., They are
current as of April, 1966.

The charts are in four groupings. Each grouping
includes several categories and subcategories describ-
ing the provisions which may be found in school plans.,

The categories in each grouping are as follows:

Group 1l: Reagh of Plan

Notice
Mechanics for Exercising Choice

Nonracial Assignment of Nonchoosers

Group 2: Criteria for Denying Choice
Special Transfers

Group 3: Faculty Desegregation
Desegregation of Programs, Facilities,
Services and Activities
Group 4: Equalizing Educational Programs and
Facilities
Provision for Reporting to Court
This format makes it possible to obtain a circuit-
wide view of the extent to which each type of provision has

- 15 -



been incorporated in school plans. An explanation of the
category and the subcategory headings precedes each

grouping.



*

Explanation of Category Headings

REACH OF PLAN
All Grades Covered by:

This column gives the year when all twelve
grades will be reached by the choice plan.
Thus, 1f the plan provides that as of the
1967-1968 school year, children in all
grades may choose integrated schools, the
column would be marked "1967". The chart
does not show how many grades or which
grades are now covered.

- 17 -

NOTICE

Personal Notice:

An "X" in this column signifies that some
form of personal notice of the rights of
free choice is given to students or parents
of students entering desegregated grades.
The chart does not differentiate between
notices mailed home and notices sent home
with the students. It does not reflect

the completeness and clarity of the notice.

Newspaper Notice:

An "X" signifies that the desegregation
plan requires the local school board on

or shortly before the opening of the choice
period, to publish notice of the desegre-
gation plan in at least one newspaper
serving the community. The chart does not
differentiate publication in the "Legal
Notice" section of the newspaper from
other more conspicuous forms of publica-
tion. It does not show whether repeated
publication is required, or whether the
notice must appear in all news media
serving the community. .



hJ

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE
Annual Choice:

An "X" signifies that students are given a
chance each year to choose an integrated
school rather than, for example, being
offered a choice in the first grade which
would be binding until transition 1s made
to junior high school in the .seventh grade.

All Students Must Choose:

An "X" signifies that in desegregated
grades, all children, both white and
Negro, must make a choice, even if they
wish to remain in the school they pre-
viously attended. This element differ-
entiates true freedom of choice plans
from transfer plans. Under transfer
plans, only those students wishing to
change to another school are required
to make an affirmative choice.

Second Choice:

An "X" signifies that if, for any reason,

" a student'!s first choice of schools is

denied, the plan provides that he be
given a second choice of all other
schools in the system, at least where
space is available.

- 18 -

Officials Not to Influence Choice:

An "X" signifies that the plan provides

at -least a general provision barring
action by officials of the school system -
principals, teachers, staff - to influence
the cholce of students.

Routing Buses to Accommodate Choice:

An "X" signifies that the plan provides

at least for reasonable rearrangement of
bus routes so that students who choose

to go to an integrated school will be

able to get there. A blank in this column
does not necessarily represent a defi-
clency in the plan; some school districts,
particularly urban districts, do not
provide bus transportation.

NON-RACIAL ASSIGNMENT OF
NON-CHOOSERS

An "X" signifies that students in deseg-
regated grades who have not affirmatively
chosen a school are assigned on some basis
other than race or prior attendance.
Proximity to the school is the predominant
non-racial basis for assignment. If a
plan makes no reference to non-choosers,

it is assumed that prior assignments
would continue.



ALA CH OF NOBICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN » RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|Routing of OF
. . . Gfrades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
thern District Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By : Choose Choice Choice
Armstrong v. »
., Bd. of Ed. of 1969 X X
Birmingham
Bennett v. Madi
son Co. Alabam 1969 X X
Bd. of Ed.
Boykins v. Fair}
field Bd. of EdL 1967 X X 1/
Brown v, City
Bd. of Ed. of 1967 X X 1/
Bessemer -
Hereford v. Cy.
of Huntsville,
' Ala. Bd. of Ed.| 19¢9 X X
Hutton v. Lee 19672/ X - X x3/
(Greene Co.) -~ X
1/ No school tfansporthtion system.
2/ Rl aoarn—atade 1 S 1 23 = TN s -
=7 ramroToOLCoEOlTry i Uy L/ L/, DU, W.LL.‘L SUYLMmLu pLa Ior Gesegregatl n oL gl‘aaes ]."'8,
grades 9-12]| covered} by 1966, |Bd. Resplution, 2/18/66} adds grade 1 to [grades coverefl by 1967.
3/ Transfer pl4n: nongchoosers femain In school previoysly attFnded.

— 10 -



b J

NON-

FEACH or NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE
ALABAMA PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
A1l Personal | News- Annual All Second|0fficials|Routing of OF
rth Distri Crades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
ern Vistricth,yered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate | CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Miller v. Bd.
of Ed. of Gad-] 1967 X X
sden, Al abama
Stout v. Jef-
o Bd} .
f%rz‘c’l“ Co-, B 467 X X
- 20 -




%EACH OF

-

NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
ALABAMA PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|Routing of OoF
Grades Notice | paper ]| Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
. Di . Povered Notice Must InfluencelAccommodate CHOOSERS
iddle District By Choose Choice Choice

Carr v. Mont}
gomery Co. 1967 X X X X X X X X
School 3pard
Harris v, Bul-
lock Co. Bd. 1967 X X X X X X X
of Ed.
Harris, et al.
v.rCrznsﬁaw |” 1967 X X X X X X X
Co. Bd. of E#.
Lee v. Macon
Co. Bd. of 1966 X X X X X X X
Ed,
U.S. v. Lowndes
Co. Bd. of Ed. 1967 X X X X X X X

- 21 -




REACH OF NOTICE MECIHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
\LARAMA PLAN RACIAL
. ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Armual All Second| Officials| Routing of OF
jouthern Dis- [Grades Notice | paper Choice [Students| Choice}l Not to Buses to NON-
trict Covered Notice Must Influencej Accommodate CHOOSIERS
’ By Choose Choice Choice
3rown.v, Bd, .
»>f Ed. of City Suit filed August 13,| 1965. WNo court |approved desegregation plan.
,>f Demopolis
‘Davis v. Bd. 1960 Geographlic Plan with Firgt Gradens having a choicq of the schopl in their
:Dg Commy. s - district or the nearelst school formerly atteﬁded excludively by thelr race.
isioners of Mo-
I21le Countv :
7.8. v. Choctay
!Co., Bd. of Ed.
‘et. al. 1967 X X X X X X
UOS. vl Hale
Co. Bd., of Ed.
et al. 1967 X X X X X X X
U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of EAd. .
et al. 1967 X X X X X X X
U.S. v. Wilcox
Co. Bd. of Ed.| 1/
et al. 1968— X X X xg'/
i
'L/ Court order| 8/31/66| as to grjades 1-3}, 7-9 only for 1966: othkr i
L 0 4 ; . } grades |by spring sethester
1967-68 or, if Fifth Circuit |does not] rule by|{60 days before b ening off i
i by fall senmester 1968-69. Y P £° sprlqg termjof 1567,
;g/ As to certdin transfer studerlts only.| Court ?rder, 1/L6/67.
% As-of April 11966 = 22 -




FLORIDA
CH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
Northern Distric PLAN - Asgégﬁﬁéwr
All Personal | News- Annual All Second |Officials|Routing of OF
Grades Notice paper Choice |Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
- *Augustus v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst. 1973 x x
Escambia County
Steele v. Bd. 1
of Pub. Inst. 1974 x X
Leon County
*Wright v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst. 1965 x x x
Alachua County
Youngblood v. Bd. 2
of Pub. Inst. 1973 »3 x
Bay County X
1/ 1963 - Grades|1 - 12 fransfer. Abolisgmcnt of{dual zores one érade a yeLr.
2/ 1964 Grades 1§7,9 Tragsfer,
é/L_As_in_lls_namlf_sindaatsnnly Court br Ilq/ﬁgk
* As of April, 19F6
- 23 -




CH OF KorIcE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLORIDA PLAN RACIIA"EIL -
Middle ASSIG
District All Personal | News- Annual All Second|0fficials|Routing of OF
_ Grades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Blalock v. Bd. _r
of Pudb. Inst.
Lee County 1969 X
*Bradley v. Belot
Pudb. Inst. '
Pinellas County 1966 Geogkaphic Plan
*Braxton v. Bd, .
of Pub., Insat. .
Duvai County 1972 Geogfaphic han
*Bl1is v. Bd. of
Pub, Insat,
Orange County 1967 X X
*Harvest v, Bd.
of Pub, Inst,.
Manatee County 1965 X X
*Lawson v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. This jsuit was fliled Jahuary 23, 1965, It doeqd not have J]a Court apprqved
Suwanne County desegiregation fglan.
*Mannings v. Bd.
of Pub, Inst.
Hillsborough Co. 1973 X
i * Mays v, Bd, of
Pub, Inst.
Sarasota Co. 1963
*Mills v, Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Polk Co. 61968 - o4 -

* As of April 1
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FLORIDA CH OF "NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN RACIAL
Middie District ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second [0fficials|Routing of OF
frades Notice paper Choice |Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
. By Choose Choice Choice J
Scott v. Bd. of . .
Pub. Inst. of This sgit was filed Apr}1 6, 1942, It dioes notlhave a coprt approved
St._John's County] desegrggation plhn.
*ill-ln v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. 1972 x
Volusia County ‘%
Weaver v. Bd. of
Pudb. Inst. 1967 x x x
Bceyard Copunty
Zimamerman v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst. 1965 <
Columbia County x x
X
* As of April}, 1966
- 25 -




FLORIDA

h J

CH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
Bouthern District ] PIAN - ASIS{%&%‘NT
| All Personal | News- Annual All Second|0fficials{Routing of OF
rades Notice | paeper | Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
overed Notice Must Influence}Accommodate CHOOSERS
‘ — By Choose Choice Choice
- *Gibson v, Bd. of
, Pub, Inst. 1960 X
. Dade County
' *Mall v. Bd. of
| Pab. Inst, , 1963
Broward County
t
 *Holland v, Bd,
- of Pub., Inst, 1962 Geographic Plan
é Palm Beach Co.
? *Major v. Bd. of
| Pab, Inst. 1965 X
Monroe County
! *Sharpton v. Bd.
. of Pub. Inst. 1970 X
,  Indian River Co.
i
|
i
* As of April, 1966
- 26 -




GEOBRGIA

“NOTICE

. CH OF MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
Northern Distric PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
A1l Personal | News- Annual All Second]|0Officials|{Routing of OF
Frades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
*calhotm v.
Latimer 1968 )(
(Atlanta)
* As of Apri}l, 1966
- 27 A




CH OF RNOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN RACIAL
GEORGIA ‘ ASSIGNMENT
Middle All Personal | News- Annual All Second{0fficials|{Routing of OF
District rades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
overed Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
*slvins v. Bd. o
Pudb, Bd. & X
Orphanage for
Bibb Co, 1968
Gaines v.
Dougherty Co. Bd 2/
of Bd. 1967 < X
E‘fﬂu?!g ggi Bd.%
Moultrie Bd. Y ? 3/ X
: CQ-nisolonet: 1968 X
'""Lockett v. Bd.
of Bd. of X
Muscogee Co. Sch 1/
Dist, 1968 X
*Thomie v, Housto
Bd. of Rd. 1/
1968 X X
ﬁ#
1/ "adequate gotice” ¢nly,
Z/. "timely nofice" only.
3/ Type not afbcificd 5 day prior notfce of tkansfer f§ime reqpired.
* As of Apgil, 196
- 28 -




GRORGIA

{ i CH OF Norice MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
Sonthern Disatrict PLAN RACTAL
_ ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second |Officials|Routing of OF
Grades Notice paper Choice|{Students| Choice] Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
1
cree v. Richmon
Co. Bd. of Ed, X

| *Gibson v. Glynn

County Board No Counft-Approveqd desegdegation [plan.
of Education

Stell v. Savannah-
" " Chatham Co. Bdﬁ 1966

of Education X X
; Turner v. )
? Goolsby Suit giled Sept¢mber 1d , 1965, |No Court}Approved desegregation plan.

| (Taliaferro CoJ

_1/ Availgﬁle infqrmationjon this plan insyfficien}; first |three gfades to have been desegregated
in 1964,

* As of April, 1966 - 29 -




KACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
LOUISIANA PLAN RACTAL
ASSIGNMENT
Eastern All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|{Routing of OF
District frades Notice paper Choice {Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By ' Choose Choice Choice
Banks v. St. ‘
James Parish 1967 X 1/ X
Sch. Bd.
:Boyd v. Pointe
' Coupee Parish | 1968 X 1/ X
~ Sch. Bd.
EBush v. Orleans
, Parish Sch. Bd4 1970 Geographjc Plan
' ®arter v. Sch.
| Bd. of West 1967 X 1/ X
| Feliciana Paris -
. Charles v. Ascen}
] sion Parish 1967 X 1/ X
f Sch. BRd4. -
;*Danbridge V.
1 Jefferson Par-| 1967 X X X
ish Sch. Bd.
'*Davis v. East B
Baton Rouge 1968 X X
Sch. Bd.
Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish 1968 X 1/ X X
Sch. Bd. - A
!:/ . . adequatg no?ice to the exftent thtt all sltudents gffected are given| a reasonable|and
conscious oppoftunity fo apply fpr admipsion.”
* As of'ApriL, 1966 - 30 -




LOUISIANA

CRITEKIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL

TRANSFERS

FEastern
District

Over-

Only

rrowding

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity.

Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

X 1/

X 1/

Available

Newly

Enrolled
Students

Students
Wwho
Move

Singleton
TransTer
Rule

¥George v. Davis
? (East Felici-
ana Parish)

Hall v. St.
Helena Parish
Sch. Bd..

v. St.
the Bap-
Sch. Bd.

. ¥Harris
John
tist

X 2/

¥Hill v.
‘ Lafourche Par-
ish Sch. Bd4d.

Suit
boar

filed Decembd
L to submit p]

Order of

r 13, 1965

}an.

March 23, 1

966 requf

ring

Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa
Sch. Bd4.

| ¥Moore v. Washing-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

X 2/

-1/ Initial assign

nts on

‘ Pupil placemen
- 2/ The other crit

ia are

criteri

h freedom of ¢hoice bas
W are used fof denying
lesires of st@dents and

as must be mg
ransfers.
parents, avg

de on a fi

ilability

rst come,

bf space

first ser

and of ded

ved basis.

ired

A
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EACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
LOUISTANA PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
Eastern All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|Routing of OF
District Grades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Smith v. St. 1
Tammany Parish| 1967 X X X X X X X X1/
Sch. Bd.
*Thomas v. West
Baton Rouge 1968 X 2/ X
Parish Sch. Bd
Williams v.
Tberville 1970 X
Parish Sch. Bd
Uu.S, v. St.
Bernard Parish] 1967 X X X X X X X X1/
Sch. Bd.
U.S. v. Plaque-
mines Parish 1967 X X X X X
Sch. Bd. : X X
1/ zgrwi§gg—g7 orfLy, any fstudent failing 4 exercise a cpoice shall be assigned to the school
e war.prev1cusly assigned, subject tq his right to rqquest a tixansfer.
i
2/ ". adequatp noticqd to the ejtent that all dtudents pffecteq are giverl a reasonaole and
.~ conscious oppdgrtunity Jto apply flor admifsion."
- 32 -

* As of Apri

1966




EACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
LOUISIANA PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
Western All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|{Routing of OF
District Grades Notice paper Choice |Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
*Andrews v. City )
of Monroe 1967 X X
Banks v. Clai- A
borne Parish 1967 X X
Sch. Bd.
*Battise v. 1 .
Acadia Parish | 1968~ x X X
Sch. BAd.
*Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Par-; 19652 X X
ish Sch. Bd.
*Celestain v.
Vermillion Suit Jfiled April 4, 196. No court-approved desegregation plan.
Parish Sch.Bdj . o
*Conley v. Lake
Charles Sch.Bd.
& Calcasieu 1968 X X
Parish Sch, B4,
- *Gilbert v. '
Webster Parish] 1967 X X
Sch. Bd. ,
i 1/ Original plan] - all grades by 1968. Amended glan addefl two giades in 1965 which may
result in all} grades py 1967.
2/ 1965 - Transfprs in glll grades. 1966 } Transflers and fnitial |assignmentls in all gradgs
not based on face and] dual zongs abolifhed.
* As of April, 196 - 33 1
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CH OF ‘NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE RgggiL
LOUISIANA PLAT ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second{Oofficials|Routing of OF
gi:tiigt Grades Notice paper Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice __#
* Gordan v. Jeff 1
Davis Parish 1968——/ X X X
Sch. Board
¥ Graham v. Evan-~ 1/
geline Parish 1968= X X X
Sch. Board
* Henderson v.
Iberia Parish 1965 X X
Sghool Board
Johnson v.
Jackson Parish 1967 X X X
School Board .
Jones  v. Caddo
Parish School 1967 X X X
Board
Lemon v. Bossier
Parish School 1968 X X X
Board
% Monteilh v. St.
Landry Parish 196814 «x X X
School Board
*, Robertson v.
Natchitoches 1967 X X X
Parish Sch. Bdd
1/ Original plar] - all dgrades by 1968. ended ?1an addefl two grades in 1965 which may
result in al} grades oy 1967.
* As of April] 1966 - 34 -




REACH OF <NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
LOUISIANA PLAN RACIAL
) - ASSIGNMENT
Western All Personal| News- | Annual| All Second| Officials| Routing of OF
District Grades Notice | paper | Choice [Students|Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Smith v. Con-
cordia Parish
Sch. Bd. 1967 X X X
*Trahan v. La-
fayette Parish
Sch. Bd4. 1968 1/ X X X
*Thomas v. St.
Martin Parish ’
Sch. Bd. 1965 2/ X X X
“Valley v. Ra-
pides Parish
Sch. Bd. 1967 X X X
*Wiliiams V.
Kimbrough _
(Madison Parish) 1967 X X X
U.S. v. Biep-
ville Parish
Sch. Bd. 1967 X X X
1/ Original plan - grades by 1968. Amended plan hdded twd graded in 1965 vhich may
result in all grades| by 1967 :
g/ 19065 - Trangfers in ll grade 1966 |~ Transfkrs and initial jassignmeni{s in all
grades not pased on frace and ¢ual zongds abolished. :
* As of April, 1966 - 35 1
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,OUISIANA REACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
) PLAN R RACIAL
Jestern - ASSIGNMENT
istrict All Personal | News- Annual All Second| Officials| Routing of oF

Grades Notice ' | paper Choice |Students|{ Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
S. v. DeSoto )
Parish Sch. Suiti{filed Janmuary 11,1 1967. No court-approvéd desegregation plan.

" Bd.

''S. v. Grant
Parish Sch. ,

Bd. 1967 X X X
| S. v. LaSalle !

Parish Sch.

Bd. 1967 X X X
S. v. Lincoln

Parish Sch.

Bd. 1967 X X X
S. v. Richland

Parish Sch. Bd. 1967 X X




REACH OF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
JISSISSIPPIL PLAN * RACIAL
Ngrthgrn - ASSIGNMENT
District A1l Personal| News- | Annual}] All Second| Officials| Routing of OF
Grades Notice | paper Choice [Students| Choice|] Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Ayers v. Wes- : . )
tern Line Cons. Suit ﬁiled Jandary 11, [1966. Np court-épp01nted desegregation plan.
'School District .
 Baird v. Benton
 County Board off
 Education 1967 X X X X X
1
;Bell v. West I ' l
Point Mun. Sep., Suit filed Augyst 13, 1965. No|court-approved desegregawion plan.
! SEa;BSS'(ClaY District operating under HEW plan.
| Cowan v. Boli-
I var County Bd.
i of Education 1967 X X X X
THenry v.Clarks
' dale Mun. Sep. '
School District 1967 Geogrdphic Plgn
'U.S. v. Aber-
| deen Mun. Sep.
. School District 1967 X X X X X X X
" U.S. v. Calhowm|
County Board .
- of Education 1967 X X X X X X X
* As of April, 1966 - 37 -




RE%%KNOF NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
MISSISSIPPI RACIAL
Northern : - ASSIGNMENT
District All Personal | News- Annual All Second]| Officials| Routing of OoF
Grades paper Choice |Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
U.S. v. Carroll
Co. Board of
~ Education 1967 X X
U.S. v.Corinth
" Mun. Separate
' School District 1967 X X X X
. U.S, v. Green-
! wood Mun. Sep. "
. School Dist. 1967 X
one slchool opetrating ufider geographic plan.
U.s. v. ‘
Indianola Mun. 1967 X X X X
School Dist. portilon of disfrict 0p$rating qnder geographic|plan
U.Sv v. Iuka
Spec. Mun. -
Sep. Sch. Dis. 1967 X X X X X
U.S. v. Leflore
- Co. School '
District 1967 X X
U.S. v. Lgu%s-
Vlllgen?“égfat Suit |[filed Octpber 3, }966. N court-ofdered flesegregatfion plan.
. U.S. V. sun-
flower County .
School Dist. 1967 X X X X
. U.S. v. Humpreys
" ZSounty School
~ District 1967 X X X




MISSISSIPPI RL%QH OF NQTICE MECHANILCS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
.Southern LAN RACIAL
District _ . ASSIGNMENT
All Personal| News- Annual All Second| Officials| Routing of or
Grades Notice |.paper Choice {[Studentsi Choice] Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Nctice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Alexander v.
Holmes Co. Bd.
of Ed.. 1967 X X X
Anderson v.
Canton Munic.
Sch. Dist. 1967 X X X X X X
Anderson v.
Madison Co.
School Dist. 1967 X X X X X X X
Barnhardt v.
Meridian Sep. )94
Sch. Dist. 1967 X X X X X
Blackwell v,
Issaquena Co.
Bd. of Ed. 1967 X X
| *Gladney v. Mo
' Pt. Munic.Sep.
Sch. Dist. 1967 X X X
.Hudson v,
Leake Co. Sch.
Bd. 1967 X X X
1/ Within des;gregateé grades rputing of transpdrtation hetermiTed by schpol
' enrollment|{ without |regard to| race.
|
* As of April, 1966 - 39 -




NOTICE

REACH OF MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
assissrers |"hilh e
District . : ASSIGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual | All Second} Of ficials} Routing of OF
Grades Notice paper Choilce |Students| Choice| Not to Buses to . NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence| Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose- Choice Choice
*Killingsworth
v. Enterprise
Consld.Sch.Dis{ 1967 X X
lee v. U.S. 2/
(Forrest Co.) | 1967 X X X X
Mason v. ,
Biloxi Munic.
Sep. Sch.Dist.| 1967 X X X
Singleton v.-
Jackson Munic.
Sep.Sch. Dist.}| 1967 X X X
U.S. v. Amite
County School
District 1967 X X X X X X X X
Uoso V. COV"
ington Co. A
School Dist. 1967 X X X X X X X X
U.S. v. Hinds
ggggsy School Suit fijled Januaty 11, 1967. No [court-approved desegregation plan.
2/ "All pupil$ enrolled in the lst, 8th] 9th, 10th, llth| and 13th grades|shall
be admittedl to any jof the schools. :
a * As of Aprill] 1966 o -




*NOTICE

REACH OF MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
.MISSISSIPPI PLAN RACIAL
Southern - ASSIGNMENT
District All Personal| News- | Annual| All Second| Of ficials| Routing of bF
Grades Notice paper Choice |Students| Choice|l Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence} Accommodate CHOOSERS
By : Choose Choice Choice
U.S. v. Kemper
County School .
Board 1967 X X X
U.S. V. Nat"
chez Special
Munic. Sch.Dis} 1967 X X X X X
US. v. Neshoba .
Co. School Suit fifled. No tourt-approved dgsegregatjon plan.
District ‘ T
U.S. v. North
Pike Consld.
School Dist. 1967 X ' X X X X X
U.S. v. North !
Tippah Cons.
School Dist. 1967 X X X X X X
U.S. v. Noxubee
Co. School _
District 1967 - X X X X
U.S. v. Phila- ,
gitf;tﬁ.”%?ét. Suit filled August 18, 1966. No.dourt-approved de¢segregatipn plan.
U.S. v. Lauvdex- ' »
dale County Suit fliled Augu$t 18, 14966. Wo fourt-approved desegregatjon plan.
Sch. Dist. .
! i
i - by -




REACH OF “NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
MISSISSIPPIL PLAN : RACIAL
Squthgrn - A ASSIGNMENT
District All Personal| News- | Annual| All Second| Officilals{ Routing of OF
Grades Notice | paper Choice [Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered Notice Must Influence|l Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choilce Choice
U.S. v. South .
Pike Co. Cons. ; :
Sch. District 1967 X i X X X X X X X
U.S. v. Wil-
kinson Co.
Sch. Dist. 1967 X X X X X X X X

- ho -




EACH OF ~ NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
TEXAS PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
trict
Northern DistricY ..., lpersonal | News- | Arnual| A1l | second|officials|Routing of OF
frades Notice | paper } Choice|Students| Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Povered ‘1 Notice Must Influence|Accommodate § CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
* pAvery v. Wichita |
Falls Ind. Sch. This C*se Was Clpsed in}1962 Wiﬁhout a Eesegregftion Plan
Dist.
* Britton v. Folso
(Dallas Ind. Sch.l 1967 Georgraphic] Plan
Dist.)
* ?lax v. Pottsd
Ft. Worth Ind.
Sch. Dist.) 1967 X
* Jackson v, Rawd | "
(Mansfield Ind. | onoeT. (on to Manbfield figh Schbor to sy o thb pisiettthe shomaoine
. g chpo o a of thg plaintiffs sh t
* Sch. Dist.) be quajified 1nq311 respects fof admiss %n."l P 8 shown to
Rainwater v.
%ﬂ%?hsggfrﬁg%%F?n 1971 Georgraphic)Plan

1/ Decree Augus]

29, 196, p. 2.

* As of April,

1966

- b3 -
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CH OF « NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
s;::::u A1l |personal | News- | Annual| A11 | Second|officials|{Routing of OF
District rades Notice | paper { Choice]Students] Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
overed Notice Must InfluencejAccommodate CHOOSERS
By ‘ Choose Choice Choice
* Bastland v, ‘
Northeast Houstm 1975 X
Ind. Sch. Dist.
Evans v. Brooks
(Texas City Ind. 1972 X
Sch. Dist.) ;
Gibb: v. B(}.Poft :
¥::;e:c;ng. 82;. 1962 General 1njunction requiring schbols to joperate onl a non-raciajly
Diat, diacrini&atory sis.
Hernandex v, '
2:§:§°}§a?§2§?11 This que invol\cd'ucxjcan students. IL was cXosed in 1q57.
Diat,
Robinson v, Bvan
(Galveston Ind.
Sch. Dist.) 1973 X
Ross v. Peterson
(Houston Ind.
Sch, Dist.) 1967 X
Sampson v, Aldene
Ind. Sch. Dist. 1967 Geograghic Plan.
Thomas v. Bowen
(Bryan Ind. Sch. 1975 X
Dist.)
Washington v. A,
& M. Ind. Consolil- 1967 4 -
dated Sch, Dist,
* As of April) 1966




TEXAS

CH OF NOTICE '~ MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN ' RACIAL
Fastern Distric ASSTGNMENT
All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials{Routing of OF
rades Notice paper | Choice|Students| Cholce| Not to Buses to NON-
overed _ Notice| . . Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
Adams v. Mathew
Lon iew I 196 x X X pd X
( Longvle 31 967

*Brown v. Hendril

(Bepumgpt, Tgd. | aomh | x

*Price v. Denison -
Ind. Sch. Dist. 1967 X X x x

*Richard v. Ghrist
(Hamshire- - 1974 X

TRPRehtgfnd-

* As of Apri}, 1966




CH OF +NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
PLAN j RACIAL
ASSIGNMENT
© Texas All Personal | News- Annual All Second |0fficials|Routing of OF
Western irades Notice paper | Choice|Students| Choice{ Not to Buses to NON-
District Covered Notice Must Influence|Accommodate | CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
* Carter v. Hix L
(Gatesville Ind. 1963 Genera] injunqtion requiring sfhools Yo operate |on a non-racyally
Sch. Dist.) discriginatory basis,
* McGrue v. Willims )
(Waco Ind, Sch, 1967 X
pist.) L1/
*Miller v. Barnes
(Georgetown Ind. 1976 )(
Sch. Dist.)

1/ Desegregntioﬁ plan ndt availab

* As of April

f 1966
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Explanation of Category Headings

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE
Overcrowding Only:

An "X" signifies that no choice or trans-
fer request can be denied for any reason
other than overcrowding.

In Case of Overcrowding, Proximity Only:

An "X" signifies that once it is deter-
mined that granting all choices would
cause overcrowding, the only criteria for
determining which choilces should be re-
Jected 1s the comparative proximity of
students' homes to the school -- choices
of students living farthest from the
school would be rejected. No plan based
on initial racial assignment and subse-
quent right of transfer can be marked in
this column, for all such plans involve

a preference for students already attend-
ing the school.

Pupil Placement Criteria:

This column applies only to transfer plans.
An "X" signifies that transfer applications
may be denied by the School Board for such

criteria as the desire or wishes of the

pupll or his parents, the pupil's scholas-

tic record, ability and aptitude, and his
expected compatibility in the school to
which he has requested transfer.

- 47 -

Unlike most columns in the chart, a mark
in this column signifies what we consider
to be a negative element of the plan.

"Comparable School" Provision:

An "X" signifies the inclusion of a provi-
sion substantially as follows:

"In the event a transfer 1is
requested to a particular
school, but it develops that
there is avallable space in
another school in all respects
comparable to the one to which
transfer is requested, closer
to the applicant's residence,
the School Board may, if it
deems it advisable, make the
transfer to the comparable
school closest to the pupil's
residence, rather than to the
school to which the transfer
was requested."

It is not clear whether the racial composi-
tion of schools is considered in determin-

ing whether one school is comparable to
another.



-

SPECIAL TRANSFERS
To Take Courses Not Available:

An "X" signifies provision for a right to
transfer, applicable to all grades, in
order to take a course which is not
offered at the school to which the
student has been assigned. This column
does not differentiate a transfer right-
which is absolute from a transfer right
which may, in the discretion of the
School Board, be denied.

Newly Enrolled Students:

An "X" signifies that any student newly
enrolling in the school system is given
either a free choice of all schools,
or 1s initially assigned by race and

~then given a right to transfer to an

Integrated school.
Students Who Move:

An "X" signifies that a student already
enrolled in the school system who changes

~ hils residence within the area served by

the school system, is given either a
free choice of all schools, or is
initially assigned by race to a new
school and then given a right to
transfer to an integrated school.

- 48 -

Singleton Transfer Rule:

An "X" signifies that any student in a
grade not yet desegregated has an absolute
right to transfer to an integrated school.
Inclusion of the Singleton transfer rule
in a plan obviates g%e need for other
forms' of special transfer rules.



ALABAMA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECTAL TRANSFERS
Northern Dis- Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly |Students|Singleton
trict crowding |Overcrowding,{ Placement School" Courses |[Enrolled| Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
- Only Available
Armstrong v.
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham 1/
X
Bennett v. Madi-
son Co. Alabama
Bd. of EQ4. X X
Boykins v. FairH
field Bd, of Ed.
X
Brown v. City
Bd. of Ed. of
Bessemer X
Hereford v. City
of Huntsville, 2/ 1/
Ala. Bd. of Ed. X X
Hutton v. lee
(Greene Co.) X X
l/ On same time schedule| as for whole iplan,
2/ And "all other relevaht factors.' - hg -




ALABAMA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE . SPECIAL TRANSIERS

~ - . " .
lorth District Over- In Case of Pupil Comparable| To Take | Newly |Students]Singleton
orthern B8 © crowding{Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |Enrolled Who ‘I'ransfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Oonly Available

Miller v. BRd.
. of Ed. of Gad-

‘.8den, Alabama

¢ Stout v, Jef-
i ferson Co., Rd.
- of Ed. X




CRITERIA EFOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

ALA3AMA

Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly Students |Singleton
Middle Districtfrowding|Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses {Enrolled Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Available

Carr v. Mont-

gomery Co. X X X X X X

School Board

Harris v. Bulf

lock Co. 8d. X X

of Ed.

Harris, et al

v. Crenshaw X X X

Co. Bd. of Ed

Lee v. Macon

Co. Bd. of E4 X X

U.S. v. Lownd

Co. Bd. of Ed X X X

- 51 -
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CRITERTA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

ALA 3AMA -
Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable | To Take Newly Students |Singleton
L rowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
. . Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Southern District only Available
¥Brown v, Bd. . .
of Ed. of Citp Sult ﬁlled August 143, 1965. No court appfoved desegregation plan.
of Demopolis
% : . . ! . ,
S?vézm;isggén\rs 196. Geographic Hlan with First Graderslhaving a cLolce.of the school in their
of Mobile Cou%ty district or the dearest schpol formerlylattended exclusively by theif race,
U.S. v. Choct 1/
Co. Bd. of Ed X X X
et al.
U.S. v. Hale
Co. Bd. of Ed X X X
et al.
U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of Ed X X X
et al.
U.S. v. Wilco
Co. Bd. of Ed| 2/ X
et al.
T7 NG choice Jwill be Hdenied for any reason. '
2/ "...no chqice shalfl be denied ekcept for good and §ufficient regsons reldted to the¢ adminis-

Court ovrder

i
[
q

haa oa
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Aed e
A= ) S ga gy 3
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FLORIDA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Northern District| Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable ] To Take Newly Students |Singleton

‘ crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses {Enrolled Who Transier
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule

Only Avajlable

‘Augustus v. Bd.

"of Pub. Inst. x x

;Bscnmbin County

|Steele v. Bd.

of Pub. Inst. x

iLeon County

'"Wright v. Bd.

'!of Pub. Inst. x X x

'Alachua County

. Youngblood v. Bd. ,

{of Pub. Inst. x ‘xl/

j Bay County

{

1/ As to certajn limit

Court order §9/15/66.

tion as to proximityy applicahle tof115 named-

uinl.y -

| ¥As of April, 195

..53 -




1

- Duval County

BLORIDA

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Middle
District

I -

-Qver-
rrowding
Only

In Case of

Overcrowding,

Proximity
Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

Blalock v. Bd.
of Publ Inst.
Lee County

Students
Who
Move

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Singleton
ransfer

Rule

*Bradley v. Belot
Pub. Inst.
Pinellas County

Geograph

lc Plan

*Braxton v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst.

Geograph

tc Plan

*Ellis v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Orange County

¥Harvest v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Manatee County

¥Lawson v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.

Suwanne County

Thifk suit was fi
approved desegre

led January
pation plarn

25, 1965.

{

It does no

I have a Pourt

*¥Mannings v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Hillsborough Co.

*Mays v, Bd.
of Pub., Inst.
Sarasota County

¥Mills v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Polk County

*¥As of April, 19065



h

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

FLORIDA
Middle District Over- | In Case of Pupil |"Comparable | To Take | Newly [Students |Singleton
crowding {Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses [Enrolled| Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
‘ On%y Ava
 *Scott v. Bd. of o
" Pub. Inst. of This spit was filed [April 6, 1P62. It doef not have fa court- gpproved
St. John's County desegrpgation plan,
*Tillman v, Bd. of
Pub. Inst. x
Volusia County
*¥Weaver v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. x X
Brevard County
X¥Zimmerman v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst. x x

Columbia County

*As of Aoril, 196

- b5 -




~ FLORIDA

Southern District

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable | To Take | Newly StudentslSingleton
crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |Enrolled| Who ransfer
Only Proximity Criterie Provision Not {Students Move Rule
. Oonly Avajla
*Gibson v. Bd. of
Pub., Inst, X X
Dade County
' *Hall v. Bd. of
! Pab. Inst, X
. Broward County
| ¥Holland v. Bd.
'~ of Pub. Inst. .
Palm Beach Co. Ceggraphic Plan
*Major v. Bd. of
i Pub, Inst, X
' Monroe County
| ¥Sharpton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst. X X

| ‘Indian Riwver Co.

|

| *As of Aoril, 1916




GEORGIA .
Northern District CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
‘Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly StudentslSingleton
rrowding |Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |Enrolled| Who ransfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only ~ J Available
* Calhoun v. 1
Latimer X X X
(Atlanta)
1/ This reason fill be ¢onsidered: n¢ absolute Light to trgnsfer for fhis reaspn.
As of April, 196 - 57 -




CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

GEORGIA

Middle ‘Over- In Case of Pupil |["Comparable ] To Take | Newly |Students |Singleton
District rrowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |Enrolled|{ Who ransfer
Only Proximity. Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
; Onll
*Bivias v. Bd .of
Pub. Rd. Orpha- 1/
anage for Bidd Co X X
i*cniiel v,
| Pougherty Co. Bd
- of Bd.. X
¥Harrington v, '
.Coétui t Co. Bd,
& ty of Moultr
Bd. of Commns.
¥Lockett v, Bd. o
RBd. of Muscogee
Co. Sch, Dist.
¥Thomie v, Housto
i Co., Bd. of Rd. X X
|
1
‘ l/ For high school - tltansportation]also a criferia.

- 58 -




‘Southerm District

'+ Acree v, Rich-
mond County

'+ Gibson v. Glynn
County Board
—of Education
Stell v. Savannah-
Chatham Co.

1

GEORGIA

hJ

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

'SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Over-
crowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,

Proximity
Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"|"Comparable

School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not

Avallablge

Bd. of Ed.

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
ransier

Rule

No corrt-npproied d

esegregati

bn plnh.

Bd. of Ed.

XL/

Turner v. Goolsby
(Taliaferro

County)

Suit{

Filed Septembdr 10,1065

L No court-Ppproved d#segrcgnti

on plan,

1

“l/ Proximity, alpo.
‘As_of April, 1966
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LOUISTANA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Eastern Over- | In Case of Pupil {"Comparable | To Take | Newly (Students {Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses }Enrolled| Who ransfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Available
Banks v. St.
James Parish X 1/ X 1/ X
Sch., Bd.
i Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish X 1/ X 1/ X
v Sch. Bd.
':Bush v. Orleans
' Parish Sch. Geograpllic Plan
. m -
‘‘Carter v. Sch.Bd.
' of West Felici-} X 1/ X 1/ X
ana Parish o
' Charles v. Ascen-
i sion Parish X 1/ X 1/ X
Sch. Bd. B
*Danbridge v. Jef-
! ferson Parish X X
Sch. Bd.
*D&VISs v. East
: Baton Rouge X 2/ X 2/ X
Sch. Bd. -
i 1/ Initial assignifents on f freedom of fhoice basis must be m#de on a first comey) first sefved basis.
! Pupil placemeny criterija are used fofr denying ﬁransfers.
‘ g/ Stgdents apply fat any school within ftheir distgict on first come, figst served basis. Excess
reglstrapts to o other schoglg ;n district, without regard]jto race. Placemeny criteriajare used
for denying trargsfers affter initial registration. ¥ps of Apiil, 1966

- U -

Sem—



i

i
i

i

i

hEMCH OF ﬁbTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
LOUISIANA PLAN RACTIAL
ASSIGNMENT
Eastern All Personal | News- Annual All Second |Officials|{Routing of OF
District frades Notice paper ChoicejStudents] Choice| Not to Buses to NON-
Covered ' Notice Must Influence|Accommodate CHOOSERS
By Choose Choice Choice
*George v. Davis
(East Felici- | 1967 X X X
ana Parish)
Hall v. St. He-
lena Parish 1967 X X X
Sch. Bd.
;*Harris v. St.
Jghg the_ng— 1967 X X X
Ligt Fgris
i Mill v. La- l.
! fourche Parish| Suit f}led Decemper 13,{1965. Ofder of March 23| 1966 regarding board fo submit plar
Sch. Bd. _
Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa 1968 X X X
Sch. Bd.
' *™Moore v.
Tangipahoa 1968 X X X
Parish Sch. Bd
*Moses V.
Washington 1967 X X X
Parish Sch. Bd
. *Redmond v.
Terrebonne Suit fjled June }, 1965} Order pf March |23, 1966 requirinf board to sufmit plan.
Parish Sch. Bd .
* As of April, }1966 31




CRITBRIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
LOUISIANA -
Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly Students [Singleton
Eastern crowding [Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |Enrolled|{ Who Transfer
District Only Proximity. Criteria | Provision Not Students| Move Rule
Only Availab
*Moses v. WashingH
ton Parish
Sch. Bd. X 1/
¥Redmond v. Terred :
bonne Parish Suit filed June 1, l§65. Order| of March 23] 1966 reqyiring bogrd
Sch. Bd. to subm}t plan.
Smith v. St.
Tammany Parish ‘
Sch. Bd.- X X 3/ X X X
*Thomas & West
Baton Rouge
Parish Sch.Bd. X 2/ X 2/ X
Williams v.
Iverville
Parish Sch. Bd. X X
U.S. v. St.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd. X X 3/ X X
U.S. v. Plague-
mines Parish
Sch. Bd. X X 3/ X X
1/ The other criferia arg desires of gtudents anf parents, gvailability of spac¢ and of sired
courses, and fomparis¢n of age.
2/ 1Initial placefent on 4 freedom of dhoice basik must be mdge on a first come,ifirst served basis
Pupll placemelpt critefia are used for denying| transfers.
3/ Preference maL also bg¢ given in order to permfit siblings fto attend the same school, ox to permit
a child to atjend a s¢hool where his purent il regularly employed.
¥As

of April, 1965

- 62 -



CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
A
bggiggﬁN Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable | To Take Newly StudentslSingleton
District e rowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |[Enrolled| Who ransfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
only Available
* Andrews v. City 1/ ‘
of Monroe X X
Banks v. 1/
ClLaibormne X~ X
Parish Sch. Bd.
X Battise v. 1/
Acadia Parish X=
Sch. Bd.
* Boudreaux v. 2/
St. Mary Parish X=
Sch. Bd.
¥ Celestain v.
Vermillion Suit filed April 4] 1966. No|court-apprdaved desegrﬁgation plan.
Parish Sch. Bd.
¥ Conley v. Lake
Charles Sch.Bd. 1/
& Calcasieu X=
Parish Sch. Bd.
¥ Gilbert v. 1
Webster Parish 1/ X
Sch. Bd. l_
1/ The other critpria arejdesires of students and| parents, aﬁailability of spaceland of
desired coursef, and cemparison of 3ge.
2/ The other critpria arejclass size, fultiple chﬁldren in f4mily, parehtal requpst,
special reco ndationg.
¥As of April, 195 - 63 -




LOUISIANA

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Western
District

3

Over-

Crowding

Only

In Case of

Overcrowding,

Proximity
Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

"Comparable

School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not

Availa

‘Gordan v. Jeff
Davis Parish
Sch, Bd.

x%/

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

ISingleton
ransfer

Rule

%raham v. Evan-
geline Parish
. Sch. Bd.

Henderson v,
Iberia Parish
Sch, Bd.

1/

Johnson v.
Jackson Parish
Sch, Bd.

Jonesg v. Caddo
Parish Sch. Bd.

Lemon v. Bossier
Parish Sch. Bd.

¥

Monteilh v, St.
Landry Parish
Sch, Bd.

2/

1/ The other critpria are

recommendationk.

class size, W

bltiple ch

kldren in f%mily, parental'requq

bst, spec%

1

2/ The other critgria are
courses, and c@mparisor

*As of April, 196}

desires of sf
b of age.

udents and

parents, a

- 64 -

ilability

of space

and of de

sired




LOUISTANA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Western Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly Students {Singleton
District rrowding [Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Oonly Available
¥Robertson V.
Natchitoches X 2/
Parish Sch. Bd
Smith v. )
Concordia X 1/ X
Parish Sch. Bd|
*Trahan v,
Lafayette X 1/
Parish Sch. Bd|
¥Phomas v. St.
Martin Parish X 2/
Sch. Bd -
Valley v.
Rapides Parish X 2/ X
Sch. 3d. -
*Williams v. Kim-
‘brough (Madisor] X 1/ X
Parish) ' -
U.S. v. Bienville:
Parish Sch.
Bd. X 2/ X
1/ The other criferia ar¢ class size,|multiple children in ﬂamily, pargntal reqpest, spedial
recommendatichs.
2/ The other criferia ar¢ desires of $tudents aryd parents, qvailability of spacp and of desired
courses, and pomparispn of age. - 65 -
¥As of April, 1956{_




desired cours

b S,

and comparison of

ge.

LOUISIANA CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Western Over- | In Case of Pupil |"Comparable| To Take | Newly |Students|Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement|{ School" Courses |Enrolled|{ Who Transfer
Only Proximity . Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
L : Only Available
U.S. v. DeSoto .
Parish Sch. Suit |filed January|ll, -1967. | No court-approved deseqgregation plan.
Bd.
U.S. v. Grant
Parish Sch. X1/ X
Bd.
U.S. v. LaSalle
Parish Sch. X 1/ X
Bd..
U.S. v. Lincoln :
Parish Sch. X1/ X
Bd,
U.S. v. Richland '
Parish Sch. Bd. X1l X
1/ The other crikeria are| desires of students and|parents, avgilability bf space hnd of

- 66 -




MISSISSIPPI CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Northern Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly Students|{Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement| School" Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
L Only Available
*¥Ayers v. Western pL .
Line Cons. Suit filed January L1, 1966. |No court-approved desegregation [plan.
Sch. District
Baird v. Benton
County Board X X X "X
of Education
.
: Bell v. West Poinft
? Mun. Sep. Sch. Suilt filed Augusf 13, 1965.] No court-approved dedegregatiop plan.
j Dist. (Clay Co.l) Digtrict operatifg under HEW Plan.
'.%;wan v. Bolivar
; County Board off X X X
; Education
LR
Henry v. Clarks- v
dale Mun. Sep. Geographic Plan
| Sch. District
- U.S. v. Aberdeen
i Mun. Separate _
Sch. District X X X X X
|
- 67

¥As of April, 1966
|



|

|
t

MISSISSIPPI CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Northern Over- | In Gase of Pupil |"Comparable| To Take | Newly |Students|Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement| School" Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
e . Only Available
U.S. 'v. Calhou
County Board of
Education X X X 2/ X
U.S.:v. Carroll
Co. Board of
Education X X X X
U.S. v. Corurth
Municipal Sep.
Sch. District X X X X X
'U.S. v. Greenwood
' Municipal Sep.
' ——dchool-Distric X X X X
U.S. v. Indiana .
Municipal Sep. X X X X
School Disgtrict
U.S.'v. Inka
Special Mun.
Sep. Sch. Dis. X X X X
| U.S. v. Leflore
Co. Sch. Dis- X1/ X X X
trict :
- U.S. v. Louis-
ville Mun. Sep. Suit |{filed October|3, 1966. No court-ordqred desegrpgation plLan.
| Sch. District
- U.S.' v. Sunflower
County Sch. X X X X
District '
; 1/ ] "Provided that for justifiable administrative reasons other factors not related to race may be
congidered."
. 2/ "Or for valid other reasons not related to race.'" - 68 -




CRITERTIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

ISSISSIPPI

Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable To Take Newly Students{Singleton
orthern Distri %rowding Overcrowding,l Placement School" Courses {Enrolled Who T'ransfer
| ¢ =Striqt only Proximity | Criteria | Provision Not Students| Move Rule
: : Only Available
,+S. v. Humphreys

,ounty School
listrict

|
!
!

!

- 69 -




AISSISSIPPI

b J

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Southern
District

Over-
crowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity -

Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not

lexander v.
iolmes Co. Board

£ Education
|

Available

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
TransTer
Rule

Can-
Sch.

'.nderson v.
:on Munic.
pistrict

‘ .nderson v.
‘fadison Co.
lich., District

‘3arnhardt v.
| feridian Separ-
ilte Sch. Dist.

3lackwell v.
tlssaquena Co.
3d. of Ed.

!;ladney v. Moss
>t. Munic. Sep.
jchool District

1

X

{udson v, Leake
' 30. Sch. Board

X

X

"except that
to race may

for just
be applié

ifiable admid
d.ll

istrative

fFeasons, other factors

unrelate

)/ Subject to t

without rega

i
s of

April, 1956

Fé requitements and cy
*d to rage.

titeria app

icable eq

- 70 -

ly to all

students

!
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CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

MISSISSIPPL SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Southern Over- In Case of Pupil {"Comparable ] To Take | Newly |[Students |Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |[Enrolled Who Transfer

Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only ' Available

‘Killingsworth v.

‘Enterprise Con-

'solidated X X X X

{

‘Lee v. U.S.

(Forrest Co.) X X

‘Mason v. Biloxi

Munic. Sep. Sch.

'District X X X

'Singleton v.

Jackson Munic. 1/

Sep. Sch. Dist. X X X X X

EU.S. v. Amite

County School

District X X X X X

U.S. v. Coving-

ton Co. School

\District X X

'U.S. v. Hinds

County School Bd Suit |filed January 11, 1967.| No court-approved deqegregatiqn plan.

)

'L/ Subject to tle requirements and cygiteria applicable equally to all|students

‘ without regafd to rage.

5 - 71 -

s of April, l9561_
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MISSISSIPPI CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
gg:gh?rg Over- | In Case of Pupil |"Comparable | To Take | Newly |Students |[Singleton
ric crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses (Enrolled| Who Transier
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Available
U.S. v. Kemper
County School
_ Board X X X
' U.S. v. Natchez
 Special Munic. 1/
School District X X X X X
U.S. v. Neshoba
Co. School Dist. Suit|filed. No dourt-approved desegreggtion plan.
U.S. v. North
Pike Cons. Sch. 2/
District X X X X
U.S. v. North
Tippah Cons.
School District X X X X
U.S. v. Noxubee
County School
District X X X X
U.S. v. Phila-
: gitggiaD§gzéii€p Suit{filed August |18, 1966. | No court—aﬁproved desg¢gregation plan.
+1/ Subject to the requifements and cTiteria appﬁicableequaﬁly to all $tudents
without regafpd to rage.
2/ Except that for justlfiable and administratilve reasons, lother factprs unrelpted
to race may pe applidd.
- 72 -
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MISSISSIPPT CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERS
Southern Over- In Case of Pupil "Comparable | To Take Newly Students [Singleton
District crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |[Enrolled| Who Transfer

Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Available

‘U.S. v. South

'Pike Co. Cons.

| School District X X X X X

'U.S. v. Wilkin-

' son Co. School 1/

District X X X X X X

iU.S. v. Lauder-

ydale County Suit fHiled August 1B, 1966. No court-zopgoved desegpregation plan.

'Sch. Dist. |

|

i

!

i

i

!

:1/ Or in order fo attend a school thqt a relatife in the hqusehold is

' attending asja result{ of the desegregation qlan.

- 73 4




TEXAS CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECTIAL TRANSFERS

‘Northern Districtf™ o ™1 “case of Pupil |"Comparable ] To Take | Newly Studentsl%}ngleton
crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement { School" Courses |Enrolled|{ Who ransfer
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Q Only Avajilable :
{Avery v. Wichit ‘
?Fallz Ind. Sch.a This cejse was closed|in 1962 wythout a desegregation wlan.

1 Dist.
|

'Britton v. Folsom
! (Dallas Ind. Sch.
| Dist.) Georgrgphic Plan.

iFlax v. Potts
| (Ft. Worth Ind.

; Sch. Dist.) ‘ *
| Jackson v. Rawdon
- (Mansfield Ind. Order that defendantp "...are Hereb h
‘e Yy forevgr restraingd from refusing admission to
| 'Sch. Dist.) Mansfigld HighjiSchool to any off the plaintiffs shown fo be quauifiedgin all respects

3Rainwater V.

/Smith (Carrollton rab
|Ind. Sch. Dpist.) | Gecerephic Plan.

|

L/ Decree August | 29, 195f, p. 2.

'As_of April, 1966

1
i




i ¥2astland v.
Northeast Housto#

‘b

!

i+ Sampson v,
Ind. Sch. Dist.

. Thomas v. Bowen
(Bryan Ind. Sch.

1
'

4

TEXAS
Southern
District

CRITERIA FOR

DENYTHG CHOICE

LPECIAL TRAINSFERS

Crowding

Over-

Only

Proximity
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,

Pupil

Criteria

Placement

"Comparable
School"
Provision

To Take
Courses
Not
Available

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer
Rule

Ind. Sch. Dist.

¥Evans v.

(Texas City Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Brooks

*Gibbs v.

Trustees of Port
Igabel Ind. Sch.

Dist.

Bd. of

Ge
di

ral injuncti
riminatory b

hsls

bn regnirin

g schools td

operate op a non—rTcially

Hernandez v,
Driscoll Consoli{
dated Ind. Sch.

Digt.

Thij

s case involw

bd Mexican

students.

Jt was closs

Ld in 195

*Robinson v. Evan
(Galveston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Rosgs v. Peterson
(Houston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Aldend

Geo

graphic Plan,

Dist.)

* Washington v. A,

& M. Ind. Consoli}

dated Sch. Dist.

As of AY

ril, 1956

_75_




TEXAS
Eastern District

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

SPECTAL TRANSFERS

over- In Case of Pupil |"Comparable ]} To Take Newly Students |Singleton
crowding |Overcrowding,| Placement | School" Courses |Enrolled| Who Transfer
Oonly Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Avajlable
%dnms v. Mathews
Longview Ind.
Sch. Dist.) x x x x
*Brown v. Hendrix
(Beaumont Ind. X
Sch. Dist.)
*Price v. Denison
(Ind. Sch. Dist. x X
*#Richard v. Chris
(Hamshire-Fannet
Ind. Sch. Dist.)
- 76 -
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CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERSV

w:::::n Qver- In Case of Pupil |"Comparable | To Take | Newly StudentslSingleton
District crowding [Overcrowding,| Placement School" Courses |Enrolled Who ransier
Only Proximity Criteria Provision Not Students Move Rule
Only Available
¥ Carter v, Hix
' (Gatesville Ind. Genera}l injunction fgequiring sfhools to opgrate on a pon-raciaﬂly discriminatory
Sch. Dist.) basis.

* McGrue v.Williams
(Waco Ind. Sch.
Dist.) 1/

' % Miller v. Barnes
(Georgetown Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

1/ Dcocgrcgatiuﬂ: plan nAt available,

¥As of April, 1965

_Ar

_77_




Explanation of Category Headings

FACULTY DESEGREGATION .

Faculty Meetings and In-Service Tralning:
An X" signlifies a provision in the plan
requiring that faculty meetings and in-
service training programs be held and
operated on an integrated basis.

Elimination of Race in New Hiring and
Asslgnment :

An "X" signifies a provision barring
further racial discrimination in the
hiring and assignment of teachers. The
column does not differentiate plans

which also provide for non-discrimination
in dismissals, demotion, retention, or
promotion. -

Correction of Past Racial Assignment:

An "X" signifies that some provision
is made for eliminating past racial

assignments of teachers. The column
does not differentiate between plans

. which contain general provisions, and

those which set up specific machinery
such as filling teaching vacancies from
within the system with teachers of the
opposite race.

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS, FACILITIES,
SERVICES, AND ACTIVITIES

General Provision:

An "X" signifies a general provision barring
discrimination in the various activities
related to education. These would include
parent meetings, locker rooms, walting
periods for athletic eligibility when prior
assignment was based on race, graduation
ceremonies, choir, and the like.

Transportation:

An "X" signifies that the plan contains a
specific requirement that transportation
facilities be desegregated.



ATABAMA FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
* FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES
Northern Districk Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

Armstrong v,
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham

Bennett v. Madi
son Co. Alabama
Bd. of Ed.

Boykins v. Fairt
field Bd. of Ed v

Brown v. City
Bd. of Ed. of A 1
Beggemer ' _/

Hereford v. Cit:
of Huntsville,
Ala, Bd. of Ed.|

-

Hutton v. lee
(Greene Co.) ' X

"1/ No school trJnsportation system.

_79_




ALABAMA FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES
, . ] Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Northern DistricHMeetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

Miller v. Bd.
of Ed. of Gad-
sdeh, Alabama

Stout v. Jeffer-
son Co., Bd. of
Ed.

- 80 -




ALA 3AMA FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Middle District |Meetings & of Race of Past Provision

Inservice in New Hiring Racial

Training & Assignment Assignments
~Carr v. Mont} ‘
gomery Co. X X X X
School Board
Harris v. Bul-
lock Co. Bd. X X X X

of Ed.

Harris, et a}.
v. Crenshaw X X X X
Co, Bd. of Eq. '

A

Lee v. Macon{
Co. Bd. of Eq. . X X X X

U.S. v. Lowndes i .
Co. Bd. of E{. X X X X

b

- 81 -




FACULTY DESEGREGAT ION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
ALABAMA FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Southern DistricpMeetings & of Race of Past Provision
» Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
*Brown v. Bd.
of Ed. of Cit} Suit fliled August 13, |1965. No courtjapproved desefregation plan.
of Demopolis
*Davis v. Bd.
of Commissionprs 1960 Geographic Plan With First Gradeygs having a chpice of the school in their
of Mobile Co. distrilt or the neareqt school former}y attended exflusively by their race.
U.S. v. Choctpw
Co. Bd. of Ed.; X X X
et al.
U.S. v, Hale
et al.
U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of Ed X X
et al.
U.S. v. Wilcox
Co. Bd., of Ed
et al.
. - 82 -
* As of Aprfil, 1966




*Augustus v. Bd,

‘Wright v. Bd.

FLOR IDA

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

Northern District

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring

& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

of Pub. Inst.
BEscambia County

Steele v. Bd.

of Pub. Inst.
Leon County

of Pub. Inst.
Alachua County

Youngblood v. Bd
of Pub. Inst. 1
Bay County

* As of Apj

i1, 1966




FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,

.

ok

Suwanne County

desegr#gation plan.

FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
. ACTIVITIES
FLORIDA
niddle Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
District Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
- Blalock v. Bd.
- of Pub. Inst.
. Lee County X
—
. Bradley v. Belof
. Pab, Inst. . )
f pinellas County Geogyaphlc Plan
| Braxton v. Bd.
, of-Pub. Inst, '
. Duval County Geographic Plan
| Ellis v. Bd.
| of Pub. Inst.
i Orange County X X
Harvest v. Bd. X X
- Manatee County -
Lawson v. Bd. : . . .
of Pub. Inst. This syit was filed Jaﬂuary 25, 1965. It does not h

hve a court approved

ok

' Mannings v, Bd.
- of Pub, Inst.

. Hillsborough Co.

Mays v. Bd, of
- Pub. Inst.
: £$arasota County

Mills v, Bd.
of Pub, Inst.
Polk County

—L—*&—W 1-Q Ll
;966

-8l -




*§t, John's County

Bd. of

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAME,

FLORIDA - FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
' ACTIVITIES

Middle District
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & | . of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

*Scott v. Bd. of '

pﬁg. I;;t. 6fo This suit &ns filed April p, ourt

approved d{

tsegregation pla

.

1962. It doib not have a d

Tillman v.
Pub. Inst.
Volusia County

*Weaver v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Brevard County

%*

Zimmerman v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Columbia County

* As of April} 1966
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FLORIDA

Southern District

FACULTY DESEGREGAT ION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

Faculty

Inservice
Training

Meetings & of Race

Elimination .

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

*Gibson v, Bd, of
Pub. Insat,
Dade County

*Hall v. Bd, of
Pub., Inst.
Broward County

*molland v. Bd.
Palm Beach Co,

Geographi

r Plan

* Major v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst,
Monroe County

* Sharpton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Indian River Cal

* As of April| 1966
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GEORGIA

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

Northern Digtrict
ACTIVITIES
Faéulty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
*Calhoun v.
Latimer
(Atlanta)

* As of Apri

» 1966
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|

GBORGIA

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,

FACILITIES,

SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

Middle
District

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring

& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

*
Bivins v. ).I' I

Pub, kd. &
Orphanage for
+8ibb Co.

7iiraining
-]

Gaimnes v.
Peugherty Co.

Bd. of RBd.

Harrln ton v.

§ i?t

{n;;:-f—-—n.

of Bd. of
Muscogee Co. Sc
Dist. )

Thomie v.
Houston Co. Bd.
of R4,

% As of April

- 88 -




Southern District

GEORGIA

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
*
Acree V.
Richmond Co.
Bd. of Ed.
*Gibson v. Glynn
County Board No court{approved desegrggation plan.
- of Education
Stellv. Savamnahd
Chatham Co. Bd.,
of Education
Turner v,
G;oigby o) Suit fildd September 10,}1965. No courtjapproved desejgregation plan.

* As of April}

1966




LOUISIANA

Fastern
District

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination

: of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

Banks v. St.
James Parish
Sch. Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish
SCh. Bd.

*
Bush v. Orleans
Parish Sch.

Bd. \
x

Geographic

Plan

Carter v. Sch.
Bd. of West

Peliciana
= Parish_

Charles v.
Ascension
~ Parish Sch.

* —E.L

Danbridge v.
Jefferson
Parish Sch.

* Rd.

Davis v. East
Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

Dunn v. Livings-

ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

*
George v. Davis
(East Feli-

'S?aﬁﬁzgﬁfﬁﬁﬁ%,

~ 1966
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FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF FROGRAMS,
LOUISIARA FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
Eastern ACTIVITIES
District _
Faculty Elimination Correction Genergl Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
Hall v, St.-
Helena Parish X
Sch. Bd.

#Harris-v. St.
John the Bap-
tist Parish

Seh

111 v. Lafourch
Parish Sch.,
Bd.

W

Suit filed December 13, L965.

te submit plan,

Order of

arch 23, 1964 requiring board

Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa
Sch. Bd.

*Moore v.
Tangipahoa

Parish Sch. Bd

*Moses v. Wash-
ington Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Redmond V.
Terrebonne
Parish Sch. Bd.

Suit filqd June 1, 1965.| Order of March
submit pjan. :

23, 1966 requliring board to

Smith v. St.
Tammany Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Phomas & West
Baton Rouge - 91 -
Parish Sch. B
BTSE SE% M 1966




LOUISIANA FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
Eastern ACTIVITIES
District
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
Willlams v.
Iberville
g%rish Sch.
Uu.s. v. St.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd. X X X X
Uu.S. v.
Plaquemines .
Parish Sch.Bd. X X X X X

_92_.




*
Gordan v, Jeff

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

LOU ISIANA ACTIVITIES

Western

District Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

Andrews v. City
of Monroe

Banks V.
Claiborne
Parish Sch. Bd.

* :
Battise v.
Acadia Parish
Sch. Bd.

*

Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Parish
Sch. Bd.,

*
Celestain v,
* Vermillion

Parish Sch. Bd.}|

Suit filed April 4, 1966, No'court—npprrved desegrega

tion plan.

*
Conley v. Lake
Charles Sch.Bd.

& Calcasgieu
« Parish Sch. Bd.

Gilbert v,
Webster Parish
Sch. Bd.

Davis Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Graham v, Evan-
geline Parish
Sch. Bd.

%

A-@ b
Mo UL

.
P

A
ApY

_93_




LOUISTANA
Western

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

District

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

*Henderson v.
Iberia Parish
Sch, Bd.

Johnson v,
Jackson Parish
Sch. Bd.

Jones v. Caddo
Parish Sch. Bd.

Lemon v.
Bossier Parish
SCh. Bdo

* Monteilh v. St.
Landry Parish
Sch. Bd.

* Robertson v.
Natchitoches
Parish Sch. Bd.

Smith v.
Concordia

*
Trahan v.
Lafayette
Parish Sch. Bd.

* Thomas v. St.
Martin Parish

Sch. Bd.
%

A A o
BSTOL ApPrx

- 94 -




LOUISIANA FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAME,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
Western ACTIVITIES
Section -
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
Valley v.
Rapids Parish X
Sch. Bd.
*Williams v.
Kimbrough
(Madison Parish)
U.S. v. Bienvill]
Parish Sch. qu
U.S. v. DeSoto
Parish Sch. Suit fliled January 11| 1967. No court-approved despgregation plan.

Bd.

U.S. v. Grant
Parish Sch.
-Bd.

U.S. v. LaSalle
Parish Sch.
Bd.

U.S. v. Lincoln
Parish Sch.
_Bd.

U.S. v. Richland
Parish Sch.
Bd.

* As of April,

1966 _ o5 -




sl

MISSISSIPPIL
Northern
District

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

ACT

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES,

SERVICES, AHND
IVITIES

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

*Ayers v. Wes-
tern Line Cons.

School District

Suit file

d January 11, 1§

66.

No court-aj

bproved desegr

pgation plan.

Baird v. Bento
County Board
of Education

X

X

X

*Bell v, West
Point Mun. Sep.

Sch.Dis. (Clay C

Suit f1i
b) Distrid

led August 13,

1965.

No court-

t operating undér HEW Plan.

pproved deseg

regation plan.

* Cowan v. Boli-
var County Bd.
of Education

Henry v.
dale Mun. Sep.
School Dist.

Clarks;

Geographi

c Plan

U.S. v. Aber-
deen Mun. Sep.
School Dist.

U.S. v.
Co. Bd. of
Education

Calhoun

* As of Apri

, 1966
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MISSISSIPPL
Northern

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAME,

FACILITIES,

SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

District

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

U.S. v. Carroll
Co. Board of
Education

X

U.S. v. Corinth
Mun. Sep. Sch.
District

U.S. v. Green-
wood Mun. Sep.
School District

U.S. v.
Indianola Mun.
Sep. Sch. Dist.

U.S. v. TIuka
Spec. Mun. Sep.

School Districtr

U.S. v. Leflore
County School
District

U.S. v. Louis-
ville Mun. Sep.
School Dist.

Suit fi

lLed October 3, 1

966. No court-g

rdered desegré

bgation plan,

_97_




FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMSE,
MISSISSIPPI FACILITIES, SERVICES, AHND
Northern 3 FS )
District ACTIVITI
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
U.S. v. Sun-
flower County
School Distric X X X
U.S. v. Humphrejs
County School X X X

District




MISSISSIPPL

Southern
District

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

Faculty Elimination
Meetings & of Race
Inservice in New Hiring
Training & Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

Alexander v.
Holmes Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Anderson v,
Canton Munic.
Sch. Dist.

Anderson v,
Madison Co.
Sch. District

Barnhardt v.
Meridian Sep.
Sch. Dist.

Blackwell v.
Issaquena Co.
Bd. of Ed.

* Gladney v. Moss
Pt. Munic. Sep.

Sch., Dist.

Hudson v.

Co. Sch. Bd.

Leake

*

As of April,

1966
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MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

FACPITY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

*Killingsworth ¥
Enterprise Con-

solidated

Lee v. U.S.
(Forrest Co.)

Mason v.
Munic. Sep.
District

Biloxi
Sch

Singleton v.
Jackson Munic.
Sep. Sch. Dist.

U.S. v. Amite
County School
District

U.S. v. Coving-

ton Co. School

District

X

X

X

U.S. v. Hinds
County School
Board

Suit fifled January 11,

1967. No court-

approved dese

fregation plan.

1/

Quitman Cou

hty School

Oistrict only.

* As of April,

1966
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FACULTY DESEGREGATION DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,

MISSISSIPPI . FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
Southern ACTIVITIES
District
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
- U.S. v. Kemper
~ County School 1/
- Board X X X X

! U.S. v. Natchez
Spec. Munic.

School. Dist. X X X X
U.S. v. Neshoba

Co. School Suit fifled. No |court-approved fesegregation blan,
District

U.S. v. North
Pike Consoli- ,
dated Sch. Dis. X X : X X

U.S. v. North
Tippah Cons.
School Dis. | X X

. U.S. v. Noxubee
' Co. School _ _
. District ‘ X ' X X

' U.S. v. Phila-
~ delphia Mun.

~Sep. Sch. Dist. Suit filled August 18, L966. No court-4pproved desegregation plan.

"1/ If any exist¢s.

- 101 -




FACUIJY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAME,

MISSISSIPPT FACILITIES, SERVICES, AHD
Southern ACTIVITIES
District Faculty Elimination Correction General | Transportation

Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

U.S. v. South

Pike Co. Cons.

School District X X X X

U.S. v. Wilkin

Co. School Dis. X X X

U.S. v. Lauder-
dale County
Sch. Dist.

Suit filed

August 18, 1966|

No court-appy

oved desegregs

tion plan.

- 102 -




. *Britton v. Folsan
(Dallas Ind. Sch.

TEXAS

Northern Districy

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,

FACILITIES

, SERVICES, AND

. ACTIVITIES
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring “Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

*Avery v. Wichita

Falls Ind. Sch.
Dist. :

This case ﬁas closed in 19H2 without a de

gregation pls

in.

Dist.)

Georgr*phic Plan.

Flax v. Potts
(Ft. Worth Ind.

_Sch. Dist.)

X

* Jac'ison V.

”Rawson(Mans-

field Ind. Sch.
Dist. )

Order that
to Mansfie
respects f

"

defendants

hr admission. 1

|d High School. t

.pre hereby fore
b any of the pl

f

r restrained
ntiffs shown

from refusing admission
to be qualified in all

* Rainwater v.
Carrolltor

Smith

Ind. Sc¢h. Dist.

Georgr+phic Plan.

1/ Decree August

29, 1956. p}

* As of April,

1966
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i

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,

discrimjnatory basgis.

FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
TEXAS ACTIVITIES
Southern
District Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments
* Rastland v.
Northeast Houstdn
Ind. Sch. Dist.
* Evans v. Brooks
(Texas City Ind.
Sch. Dist.)
* Gibbs v. BA. of
Trustees of Pori General |injunction requiring schools to] operate on a}non-racially

I:abel Ind. Sch
{

* Hernandegz v.
Drisgé%ldConsol
dgt:A nd. Sch.

*

This cage involved Mexi

ban gtudents. 1

 was closed i

n 1957.

Robinson v.Evan
(Galveston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

*Bous v. Peterso
(Bouston ‘Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

* Sampson v. Alde
Ind. Sch, Dist,

Geograpllic Plan.

* Thomas v. Bowen
(Bryan Ind. Sch.
Dist.)

* Washington v, A.

& M. Ind. Consoljl-~

dated Sch, Dist.

"
.3

A5 ot April;—196

2

(@)
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Eastern District

Adams v. Mathews
(Longview Ind.

* Brown v. Hendrix
(Beaumont Ind.

* price v. Denison

* Richard v. Christ

TEXAS

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND
ACTIVITIES

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

General
Provision

Transportation

Sch. Dist.) .

Sch. Dist.)

(Ind. Sch. Dist.]

(Hamshire-Fannett
Ind. Sch. Dist. )

* As of Apri

L, 1966
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!
i
1
{

%

*

*

Texas
Western
District

FACUITY DESEGREGATION

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AID

ACTIVITIES
Faculty Elimination Correction General Transportation
Meetings & of Race of Past Provision
Inservice in New Hiring Racial
Training & Assignment Assignments

Carter v. Hix )
(Gatesville Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

basis.

General i#junction requir

ing schools to oLerate on a nd

n-racially discriminatory

McGrue v. Williams

(vaco Ind.
Dist.) 1/

Miller v. Barnes

Sch.

(Georgetown Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

)

1/ Desegregat

Eon plan not

available,

* As of April

1966
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Explanation of Category Headlngs

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
AND FACILITIES

Closing Inferior Schools:

An "X" signifies that the plan provides
for the closing of Negro schools which
are so below standard in size and

facilities that they cannot be improved

to the standard of the community's white
schools. '

Equalization of Expenditures, Curriculum,
or Faclllties:

An "X" signifies the inclusion of any
provision which looks towards raising any

aspect of a Negro school or schools to
equivalence with the community's white
schools.

Remedial Educational Programs:

An "X" signifies a provision which calls
for remedial instructional programs de-

- signed to eliminate educational defi-

ciencies in Negro.students resulting from
their having been taught in years past
under inferior educational conditions in
racially segregated schools.

PROVISION FOR REPORTING TO COURT

An "X" signifies the inclusion in the plan
or in the court order approving the plan
of any provision, however limited, requir-
ing the school board to make a report to
the district court.

-~ 107 -



ATABAMA

Northern Dis-
trict

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

i S

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Armstrong v.
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham

Bennett v, Madi-

Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

soh Co. Alabama
Bd. of Ed.

Boykins v. Fair-
field Bd. of Ed.

Brown v, City
Bd. of Ed. of
Bessemer

Hereford v. City
of Huntsville,
Ala. Bd. of Ed.

Hutton v. lee
(Green Co,)

1/ As to certainf named tra%sfers only. Court o

rder 9/19/66.
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ALABAMA

Northern Dis-
trict

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

Miller v. Bd.
of Ed. of Gad-
sden, Alabama

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Stout v. Jeffer-
son Co., Bd. of
Ed.

- 109 -



ALABAMA

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION
FOR
losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
M3 ; . Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
lddle District Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities

Carr v. Mont- '

gomery Co. X X X

School Board

Harris v. Bul X

lock Co. Bd. X X

of Ed.

Harris, et al. 1

V. Creéshaw C X X 19

Bd. of Ed,

Lee v. Macon

Co. Bd. of Ed.

U.S. v. Lownde

Co. Bd. of Ed. X X

1/ One speciffed report on transportation only.
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ALA BAMA

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

A J

losing of

Equalization of

Southern Districl Inferior Expenditures
' Schools Curriculum, or
Facilities
-’Efown v. bBd. ~
of Ed. of Cit No court apprdg

of Demopolis

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Suit filed Aug

‘f

ved desegregation p
ust 13, 1965.

an.,

*Davis v. Bd.
of Commission
of Mobile Co.

1960 G
distri

ographic Plan with
Ct or the nearest sd

First Graders havin
hool formerly atten1

a choice of the school in their
ed exclusively by their race.

U.S. v.
Co. Bd.
et al.

Choct
of Ed

U.S. v.
Co. Bd.
et al.

Hale
of Ed.

U.S. v.
Co. Ed.
et _al

Perry
of Ed.

U.S. v.
Co. Bd.
et al.

Wilco
of Ed.

* As of Apr]

1, 1966
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FLORIDA

-

SQUALIZING EDUCATIONAI, PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
. FOR
Northern Districtfiosing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities <1
M AR
*Augustus v. Bd
of Pub. Inst.
Escambia
SEe®iB. VInle:
Leon County
*Wright v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Alachua County
Youngblood v.
Bd. of Pub. Indgk. xL/
Bay County
1/ As to 115 npmed studenjts only. Court ordef 9/15/66,

* As of Ap

Fil, 1966
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*Ell1is v. Bd.

*Lawson v. Bd.

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

BLORIDA
Middle
District

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

JFacilities

Remedial
‘Educational
Programs

Blalock v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Lee County

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

*Bradley v. Belo
Pub. Inst.
Pinellas County

Geographic Pljn

*Braxton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Duval County

Geographic Pl4n

of Pub. Inst.
Orange County

*Harvest v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Manatee County

Y

This su
desegre

of Pub. Inst.
Suwanne County

Lt was filed January

25, 1965,
Fation plan,

It does

hot have a Court approved

*Mannings v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Hillsborough Co.

*Maya v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Sarasota County

*Mills v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Polk County

- 113 -
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FLORIDA QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR
Middle District 1osing of Equalization of Remed:}al REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
# Facilitjes
*Scott v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. of This suit |was filed April 6, }962. It does not Have a court
St. John's Count approved qesegregation plan.

*Tillnan v. Bd. o
Pub. Inst.,
Volusia County

*Veavet v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Brevard County

*Zimmer man v, Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Columbia County

* As of Aprfil, 1966
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FLORIDA

Southern District

UALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION
. FOR
losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facillitles
*Gibson v. Bd. of
Pub, Inst.
Bade County
*Hall v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Broward County
*Nolland v. Bd.
Pub. Inst. Geographic Plan

Palm Beach Co.

*Major v. Bd. of
Pab, Inst,
¥Monroe County

*Sharpton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst,

- 115 -




P T

\

GEORGIA

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION
Northern District FOR
losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
ac S
+Calhoun v,
Latimer
(Atlanta)
- 116 -

* As of Aprjl, 1966




. Sch. Dist.

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

GEORGIA
Middle
District

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Bivinl v. Bd. o
Ba.

Pub,
Orph;nage for
Bibb Co.

*Gtinel v.

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

E:gc;ligies

Dougherty Co.
Bd. of Rd.

*Harrington v,
Coliultt Co.

f.8 510794

0.‘ onersy

*Lockett v, nd

of Bd, of
Iulco‘ec Co.

Yhomie v.

Houston Co. Bd.
of Rd.

* As of Afril, 1966
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e

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION
GEORGIA FOR
losing of ‘Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
. ] Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Sauthern District Facilities
L R
*Acree v, Rich-
mond County
Bd. of K.
*Gibson v. Glynn A
County Board No C°“fﬁ-=PPtoved desegregation plan.
of Education
Stell v. Savanna
Chatham Co.
Bd. of Ed.
Turner v. Goolsb
(Taliaferro Suit fifed September 10, 1945. No court-approv§d desegregation plan.
County)

* As of Apfil, 1966
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hJ

LOULSIANA

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Eastern
District

Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Banks v. St.-

James Parish
Sch., Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe

Facjilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Coupee Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Bush v. Orleans

Parish Sch.

Geographic
MO

*Carter v. Sch.

Plan

Bd. of West

Feliclana
Parish

Charles V.

Ascension
Parish Sch. Bd.

* panbridge v. Jef

ferson Parish
Sch, Bd.

*Davis v. East

Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish

Sch, Bd.

* As of April] 1966
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LOUISIANA QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR
Eastern losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
District Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities
*George v. Davis
(East Felici-
ana Parish) X 1/
Hall v. St.
Helena Parish
Sch. Bd. X 2/
*Harris v. St.

John the Bap-
tist Parish

Sch. Bd.

MIIT v,
Lafourche Suit fil
Parish Sch.Bd. ooard to

qd December 13, 1965
submit plan.

Order of March 23

| 1966 requiring

Jenkins v, City
of Bogalusa
Sch., Bd.

X 1/
*Moore v. Tangi-
pahoa Parish
Sch. Bd. X 1/
*Moses v. Washing
ton Parish
Sch. Bd. X 1/

1/ Board to subm]t to court
zones is aboljyshed. Com

pination geographic 4

single system of gedgraphic school dist

nd transfer plan.

}icts as-dual system of

2/ Bus routing schedulin
before the c@mmencement

r plans are to be fuy
of the 1966-67 schogq

* As of Aprfil, 1966

nished to the Court
ear.
Lyear. .o .

as soon as practicable




LOUISTANA QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION
FOR
Eastern losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
District Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities
* {edmona V. Terr o

bonne Parish
Sch. Bd.

Suit filed June 1, 1965. Ord

pr of March 23, 196% requiring board to
submit plqn

Smith v. St.

Tammany Parils
Sch. Bd.

*Thomas & Vest
Baton Rouge
Parish Sch.Bd.

R

Williams v.
Iberville
Parish Sch. B

U.S. v. 8t.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd.

U.S. v.
Plaguemines
Parish Sch.Bd.

- 121 -
* As of Apgil, 1966




-

LOUISIANA QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Western
Digtrict losing of ‘Equalization of Remedial

Inferior Expenditures Educational
Schools Curriculum, or Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

E:a.c;“it";es

*Andrews v. City
of Monroe

Banks v,
Claiborne
Parish Sch. Bd.

*Battise v.
Acadia Parisgh
Sch, Bd.

*

Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Parish
Sch, Bd4.

*Celestain v.
Vermillion
Parish Sch. Bd.

Suit filqd April 4, 1966. Nq court-approved des#gregation plan,

*Conley v. Lake
Charles Sch. Bd.
& Calcasieu
Parish Sch. Bd.

*Gilbert v.

Webster Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Gordan v. Jeff
Davis Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Graham v. Fvan-
geline Parish
Sch. Bd.

- 122 -
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QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

5OUIS A losing of
gste?n - § Inferior
District Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

*Henderson v.
Iberia Parish.
Sch. Bd.

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Johnson v.
Jackson Parish
Sch. Bd.

Jones v. Caddo
Parish Sch. Bd.

Lemon v,
Bossier Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Monteilh v. St.

Landry Parish
Sch., Bd.

*Robertson v.
Natchitoches
Parish Sch. Bd.

Smith v,
Concordia
Parish Sch. Bd.

*Trahan v,
Latayette
Parish Sch. Bd.

*Thomas v. St.

Martin Parish
Sch. Bd.

- 123 -

;1960



LOUISTANA

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Western losing of Equalization of
Section Inferior Expenditures
Schools Curriculum, or
Facilities
Valley v.
Rapides Parish
Sch. Bd.

ﬁh’.lliams v.
Kimbrough
(Madison Parisf))

U.S. v. Bienvill
Parish Sch.
Bd.

U.S. v. DeSoto
Parish Sch.
Bd.

Suit fi

Led January 11, 1967

No court-approved

desegregation plan.

U.S. v. Grant
Parish Sch.
Bd.

U.S. v. LaSalle
Parish Sch. Bd.

U.S. v. Lincoln
Parish School
Board

U.S. v. Richland
Parish Sch.
Bd.

f April,

1

1966
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MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION

Closing of
Inferior
-8chools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

IF'OR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

"Ayers v. Western

Line Cons.
District

Sch.

Suit fi

d January 11, 1966

No court-approved ¢

Jlesegregation plan.

Baird v. Benton
County Board of
Education

X

‘Bell wv.

West
Point Mun. Sep.

Sch. Dt, (Clay Co

Suit- fille

)  District

d August 13, 1965.
operating under HEW

No court-approved ¢
Plan.

Jlesegregation plan.

‘Cowan v.

County Board of
Education

Bolivan

X

Henry v. Clarks-
dale Mun. Sep.
School District

Geographic Plan

U.S. v. Aberdeen
Mun. Sep. Sch.
District

U.S. v. Calhoun
Co. Bd. of
Education

As

f April, 19p6
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R

MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

[EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

Remedial
Fducational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
70
COURT

U.S. wv. Carrbll

Co. Bd. of
Education

uU.S.
Mun. Sep.
District

Sch.

v. Corinth

U.S. v. Green-

wood Mun. Sep.

~ School Dist.

u.sS. v.
Indianola Mun.
Sep. Sch. Dist.

U.S. v. Tuka
Spec. Mun. Sep.

. Sch, Dist-

U.S. v.
Co.

Leflore

School Dist.

U.S. v. Louis-
ville Mun. Sep.
‘School Dist.

Suit fil

ed October 3, 1966.

]

No court-ordered dd

segregation plan.

_ 19A -



R

FEQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
MISSISSIPPI ‘ FOR
Northern Closing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
District Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
' Facilities :
U.S. v. Sun-
flower Co. Sch.
Digtrict X
U.S. v. Humphrewb
County School X

District

- 127 -




MISSISSIPPI -

Southern
District

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Closing of

Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

Alexander v;
Holmes Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Anderson v.
Canton Munic.
Sch. District

Anderson v.
Madison Co.
School Dist.

Barnhardt v,
Meridian Sep.
Sch. Dist.

Blackwell v.
basagyeqy, Co-

*Gladney v. Moss
Pt. Munic. Sep.
Sch. Dist

Hudson v. Leake
Co. Sch. Bd.

* As of Apri

L,

1966
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MISSISSIPPI1

Southern
District

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

FOR
REPORTING
10
COURT

., *Killingsworth .v.
i  Enterprise Con-
solidated

Lee v. U.S.
(Forrest Co.)

Mason v. Biloxi
Munic. Sep. Sch.
District :

Singleton v.
Jackson Munic.
Sep. Sch. Dist.

U.S. v. Amite
County School
District

U.S. v. Coving-
ton County Sch.
District

X

X

U.S. v. Hinds
County School
-Board

Suit file

d January 11, 1967.

No court-approved ¢

jesegregation plan.

* As of Ap#il. 1966
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MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

EQUALIZING

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND PFPACILITIES

PROVISION

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

[

Remedial
Fducational
Programs

FOR
REPORTING
T0
COURT

U.S. v. Kemper
County School
Board

X

U.S. v. Natchez
Special Munic.
School District

U.S. v. Neshoba
County School
District

Suit fi

led.' No courtJ

approved desegregati

on plan.

U.S.
Pike
Sch.

v. North
Consolidated
District

U.S. v. North
Tippah Cons.
Sch. District

U.S. v. Noxubee
County School
District

X

-Sep.

U.S. v. Phila-
delphia Mun.
Sch. Dist.

Suit fi

led August 18, 1966.

No court-approved

desegregation plan.

i
|
|
1
i
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S

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION

MISSISSIPPI FOR
Southern Closing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
District Inferior Expenditures Educational TO

Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
' ' Facilities

U.S. v. South
Pike Co. Cons.

School Dist. : X X X
U.§. v. Wilkin-
son Co. School :

District X » X
U.S. v. Lauder-
dal it fq -
ale County - Suit fileq August 18, 1966. No court-approved deétegregation plan.

Sch. Dist.




SRR .

UALIZING
TEXAS .

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

PROVISION

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Northern District

Fac;lities

*Avery v. wWichita
Falle Ind. Sch.

Dist.

This case

Equalization of Remedial
Expenditures Educational
Curriculum, or Programs

FOR
REPORTING
TO
COURT

wag closed in 1962 yithout a desegregatfion plan.

*Britton v. Fols
(Dallas Ind. Sch.
Dist.)

Geographi¢ Plan.

*Flax v. Potts

(Ft. Worth Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

*Jackson v. Rawdon
(Mansfield Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Order that
to Mansfie
respects 1

defendants "...are
1d High School,to any of
or admission."1

hereb¥hf0rever res

e plaintiffs

alned from refusing admission
shown to be qualifled in all

*Rainwater v.

Smith (Carrollton
Ind. Sc¢h. Dist.?

Georgrgphic Plan.

1/ Decree August]29, 1956,

p.2.

* As 45 April, 1

D66
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QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

FEXAS losin f
Southern Inflrg g
District erLo

Schools

- Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or

Facilities

*Bastland v.
Northeast Houst
Ind. Sch. Dist.

PROVISION
FOR
Remedial REPORTING
Educational TO
Programs COURT

1

*Evans v, Brooks
(Texas City Ind
Sch. Dist.)

*Gibbs v. Bd.
Trustees of
Isabel Ind. Sch.
Dist.

General injunction requij
discfiminatory basis.

ring schools to ope

te on a non-racially

*Hernandez v.
Drigscoll Consoli
dated Ind. Sch.
PDist,

This

case jinvolved Mexic?n students.

It was

closed in 1957.

* Robinson v. Ewvan
(Galveston Ind.
Sch, Digt.)

x Ross v. Peterson
(Houston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

* Sampson v. Alden
Ind. Sch. Dist.

Geogl

faphic Plan.

* Thomas v. Bowen
(Bryan Ind. Sch.
Dist.)

* Washington v. A,
& M. Ind. Consol

- 133 -

dated Sch. Dist.




cademn

TEXAS

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR
Eastern District Flosing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities
Adams, v. Mathew
(Longview Ind.
Sch. Dist.)
*Brown v. Hendrix
(Beaumont Ind.
Sch. Dist.)
*Price v. Denison
(Ind. Sch. Dist.)
¢«Richard v. Christ
(Hamshire-Fannett
Ind. Sch. Dist.)
* As of Apr‘l, 1966 - 134 -




* Carter v.

« McGrue v William

*

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
Texas FOR
Western losing of Equalization of Remedial REPORTING
District Inferior Expenditures Educational TO
Schools Curriculum, or Programs COURT
Facilities

Hix
(Gatesville Ind.
Sch.\Dist.)

General
basis,

i

hjunction requiring

schools to operate

fn a non-racially discriminat

(Waco Ind.
Dist.) 1/

Sch.

Miller v. Barnes
(Georgetown Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

1/ Desegregatign plan not

available,

* As of April

1966




