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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 this Court in 19"5~5". As of April,

JJ
1966, k2 cases had been appealed to this Court, 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
_ 2 /

128 such cases 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
3/

the total to 16?T~ 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 k, 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
erases may have been filed by private parties.

- 1 -



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 schools, 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.

In the seven cases here before the court only 0.19%
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%.
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B. A Statistical Compilation of Judicial
Proceedings in School Desegregation"
Cases Arising in trie Fittn. circuit 5/

1. Case Load

District Court of Supreme
Court Appeals Court

Number of
Cases 128 42 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 III 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 -



1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965
6/

1966

3. Chronology
of

Case Loads

Cases Filed
in

District
Court

0

4

4

0

2

2

5

7

12

14

16

56

5

Appeals
Noticed

0

1

6

1

1

4

5

4

7

15

10

25

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.
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C. A Statistical Analysis of Court-Approved School
Desegregation Plans in 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
JJ

provide specific, non-racial criteria for denying choices;

79 failed to provide any start toward faculty desegregation;

only 22 places provided for transfers to take courses not

otherwise available; 4 included the Singleton transfer rule.

Currently there are at least 129 court-approved

JZ
choice plans in the Fifth circuit. 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

JJ
criteria for denying choices; 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
Tall 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.
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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

nonuniforra court-approved plans in the Fifth Circuit lag

behind judicial standards and H.E.W. procedures.
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FIFTH CIRCUIT REACH OF
PLAN

)ISTRICTS (
{No. of k
Plans)

ALABAMA

Northern (8)

Middle (5)
t

Southern (4)'
j

FLORIDA

1 Northern (4)

| Middle (9)

i Southern (4)

GEORGIA

Northern (1)

Middle (5)

Southern (2)

LOUISIANA

Eastern (.18)

Western (24)

All
Irades
Covered
3y 1967

5

5

3

1

4

4

0

1

1

1 1

17

1

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

1

5

4

4

4

3

0

4

0

16

2 1

News-
paper
Notice

8

5

3

2

4

1

0

0

1

12

20 "

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice £

8

5

4

4

9

1

5

2

18

24
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All S
Students C

Must
Choose

1

5

4

0

1

0

0

0

0

3

0

I
FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

econd 0
hoice

I

0

1

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

3

0

fficials R
Not to
nfluence A
Choice

0

outing of I
Buses to
ccommodate
Choice j

r-i

5 5"

3

0

4

0

0 1

0 0

0 j 0

0

0

0

0

3 3

0 0

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

0

5

2

0

0

0

1 °
0

0

2

0



FIFTH CIRCUIT I

DISTRICTS
(No. of
Plans)

MISSISSIPPI

Northern (12).*

Southern (20)!

TEXAS

Northern (1)

Southern (6)

j Eastern (4)

, Western (2)

i Subtotals

' Alabama .(17)

• Florida (17)

Georgia (8)

[ Louisiana .(42)

Mississippi (32"

Texas (13)

' TOTALS (129)

ffiACH OF
PLAN

All E
rades
overed
By 1967

12

' 20

1

2

2

1

13

9

2

28

) 32

6

90

NOTICE

'ersonal
Notice

11

18

0

0

2

0

10

11

4

37

2-9

2

93

News-
paper
Notice

12

18 •

0

0

2

0

16

7

I

32

30

2

88

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Annual
Choice £

12

20

1

6

4

• 17

17

8

42

32

13

129

All Second 0
Students Choice
Must I
Choose

7 1 1°'
12 12-

0 0

0 0

0

0 1 0

10 1

1 2

0 0

3 3

19 21

0 0

31 27
} -

fficials R
Not to
nfluence A
Choice

7

6 1

0

0

2

0

8

0

0

3

13

2

26

outing of
Buses to
ccommodate
Choice

3

6

0

0

2

0

10

1

0

3 '••

9

2

25

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS

0

6

0

0

0

0

7

0

0

2

6

0

15
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FIFTH CIRCUIT

DISTRICTS
(No. of
Plans)

XABAMA

Northern (8)

Middle (5)

Southern (4)
...

LORIDA
I Northern (4)

Middle (9)

i Southern (4)

t

I BORGIA

i Northern (1)

Middle (5)

i Southern (2)

DUISIANA

Eastern .(18)

Western (24)
t

•%

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

1

5

4

0

1

0

1

3

0

n

0

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

3

5

3

1

3

0

l

3

0

3

3

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

1

0

0

3

1

4

0

0

l

1 0 •

0

"Comparable
School"

Provision

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15

21
- 9 -

c

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

0

1

0

0

2

1

1

0

0

3

0 -

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Newly
Enrolled
Students

5

3

3

3
4

1

0

2

0

3

14

Students .
Who
Move

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Singleton
Transfer
Rule

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0



FIFTH CIRCUIT

DISTRICTS :
(No. of
Plans)

ISSISSIPPI

Northern (12)

Southern (20)

EXAS

Northern (1)

Southern (6)

Eastern (4)

Western (2)
i

iubtotals

! Alabama (±7))

• Florida (17)

Georgia (8)
j

Louisiana (42)

Mississippi (32)

Texas (13)

OTALS (129)

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
.rowding
Only

15

0

0

2

0

10

1

4

11

20'

2

48

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

11

18

0

0

2

0

11

4

4

6

29

2

56

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

8

1 •

10

0

0

20

"Comparable
School"
Provision

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

. 36

0

0

36

- iU -

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

9

12

0

0

0

0

1

3

1

3

21

0

29

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Newly
Enrolled
Students

9

• 1 5

0

0

2

0

11

8

2

17

24

2

62

Students
Who
Move

1

1

1

0

1

0

2

0

0

0

2

2

6

Singleton
Transfer
Rule

10

14

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

1

24

0

27



FIFTH CIRCUIT

ISTRICTS
(No
PI

LABAMA

Northern

Middle

Southern

LORIDA

Northern

Middle

1 Southern

EORGIA

, Northern

Middle

i Southern

OUISIANA

Eastern

Western

1 Faculty
Meetings

. of llnservice
ans) [Training

(8)

(5)

m

(9)

w

(1)

(5)

(2)

(18)

(24)

0

0

0

1

1

1 °
1

0

0

0

0

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

&
Elimination

of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

1

5

3 1

0

5

1 2

0

1 o
0

3

0

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

1

ii

0

0

0

• o

1 o
0

0

1 3
1 °

- LL -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

1

5-

3

1

3

1

0

0

0

3

0

Transportation

0

5

1

1

2

0

0

1

0

5

1



FIFTH CIRCUIT

DISTRICTS |
(No.of *
Plans) hp

MISSISSIPPI

Northern (12)

Southern (20)

TEXAS

northern (1) |

Southern (6) |

Eastern (4)

Western (2)

Subtotals

; Alabama (17)

I Florida (17)

Georgia (8)

\ Louisiana (42)

Mississippi (32

! Texas (13)

; TOTALS (129)

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
le at ings &
Inservice
draining

2

5

0

0

1

0

0

2

0

0

7

1

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

10

17

0

0

2

0

9

7

0

3

27

2

io I 48

1

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

0

5

0

0

0

. 0

6

0

0 .

3

5

0

14

- 12 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

9

12

1

0

2

0

9

5

0

3

21 1

3

41

Transportation

12

15

0

0

2

0

6

3

1

6

27

2

45



FIFTH CIRCUIT

DISTRICTS
(No. of
Plans)

ALABAMA

Northern (8)

Middle (5)

Southern (4)

FLORIDA

Northern (4)

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

1

1 5
21

Middle (9) 0

Southern (4) | 0

GEORGIA

Northern (1)

Middle (5) 0

Southern (2) | 0

LOUISIANA

Eastern fl8.) 1

Western (24) 0

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

J AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

0

- u -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

1

4

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

8

0



FIFTH CIRCUIT

DISTRICTS
(No. of
Plans)

MISSISSIPPI

Northern (12)

Southern (20)

TEXAS

Northern (1)

Southern (6)

Eastern (4)

Western (2)

Subtotals

Alabama (17)

Florida (17)

Georgia (8)

Louisiana (42)

Mississippi(32)

Texas (13)

TOTALS (129)

EQUALIZING

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

0

1

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

1

1

0

10

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

8

11

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

3

19

0

| 24

I

Remedial
Educational
Programs

2

6

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

3

8

0

15

- 14 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

k.

4

0

0

0

0

5

1

0

8

8

0

22



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 1: Reach 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 k: 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 OP PLAN

All Grades Covered by;

This column gives the year when all twelve
grades will be reached by the choice plan.
Thus, if 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.

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.



MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

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 choice 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-
ciency in the plan; some school districts,
particularly urban districts, do not
provide bus transportation.

Annual Choice:

"X" signifies that students are given aAn
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 is 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 prer-
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: 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.

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



ALABAMA NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICENOTICECH OF
PLAN

Rout ing of
Buses t o

Acconimodate
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Second
Choice

A l l
Students

Must
Choose

Annual
Choice

P e r s o n a l
Not ice

News-
paper
Not ice

All
Jrades
Hovered

By

•them District

Armstrong v.
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham

1969 X

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

1969

Boykins v. Fair
field 3d. of EdL 1967 X

: Brown v. City
| Bd. of Ed. of
| Bessemer

Hereford v. Cy.
I of Huntsviile,
Ala. Bd. of Ed.

1967 X

1969 X

1967^Hutton v. Lee
(Greene Go.)

X3/

1/ No school t tion sysanspor em.

Flan—atofee.8
grades 9-12

Transfer pli

it by 1/1
by 1966,

choosers

will tj
jlution

n schoo

n ot grades T
grades covere

•only t
covere

n: non

pla
2/18/66

. previo
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segregaric
rade 1 to

»nded.

\ far
adds

sly att

Bd. Res by 1967

3/ •eraain



_ 1
rthern Districts

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

1 sden. Alabama

: Stout v. Jef- 1
ferson Co., Bd
of Ed.

t

I

i

— — — . . —

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By

1967

1967

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

All
Students
Must

Choose

- 20 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Routing of
Buses to

Acconunodate
Choice

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



ALABAMA

iddle District

Carr v. Mont
gomery Co.
School ioard

Harris v. Bu
Lock Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Harris f et a
v. Crenshaw
Co. Bd. of E<

Lee v. Macon
Co. Bd. of
Ed.

U.S. v. Lown
Co. Bd. of E

EACH OF
PLAN

All
rades
overed
By

1967

1967

* 1967

•

1966

es
. 1967

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

X

X

X

X

X

- 21 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

X

X

X

X

X



MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS

NOTICEREACH OF
PLANALABAMA

Southern Dis-
trict

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

Personal'
Notice

Annual
Choice

All
tudents
Must
Choose

Second
hoice

News-
paper
Notice

All
Grades
Covered

By

Jrown.v. Bd.
3f Ed. of City
3f Demopolis

ation plan.approved desegreg1965.filed Avgust 13, o courtSui

Davis v. Bd.
af Commis-
sioners of Mo-
bile Countv

1 in their
r race.

a choict
exclus

of the scho
ively by the

with Fir
st schoo

t Gradei
former]

s havingic Plan
neare

Geograph|i
rict or

196
dis attendedthe

J.S. v. Choctav
Go. Bd. of Ed
et. al. 1967 X

jU.S. v. Hale
jCo. Bd. of Ed.
! et al. 1967 X

U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of Ed.
et al. 1967

U.S. v. Wilcox
iCo. Bd. of Ed.
jet al.

1/ 2/
1968"

1/ 8/31/66
if Fifth

19

Court order
1967-68 or
by fall

grades , 7-9 on
rule by

y for 1
60 days

as to
Circuit

8-69.

1-3
does not

36; oth
Defore

ir grades
Dpening o

by spring
spring term

senester
of 1967,

senester

2/ As to cert er studerts only.in trans rder, 1 L6/67.Court

- 22 -As of April,



FLORIDA 1

Northern Hi <ii"ri rfl

*Augustus v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Esctnbit County

Steele v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Leon County

*Wright v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Alachua County

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

W 1963 - Grades

2/ 1964 Grades 1

V As to , 115-11*1*

* As of April, 19

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By

1973

1
1974

1965

2

1973

1 - 12

7,9 Tra

<i stiifia

i6

-9

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

x3

'ransfer .

sfer .

its nniy.

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

Abolis

Court

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

ment of

All
Students
Must
Choose

dual zot

m /A*

- 23 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

es one

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

jrade a ye

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

ir.

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



NOTICE NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE.CH OF
PLANPLORIDA

Middle
District

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

Second
Choice

All
Students
Must

Choose

Annual
Choice

News-
paper
Notice

Personal
Notice

A l l
Jrades
Covered
By

Blalock v. Bd,
of Pub. Inst .
Lee County 196 9

*8radley v. Belot
Pub. Inst.
Pirellis County Geog raphic Ian1966

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

Geog raphic1972 Ian

Hllis v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Orange County

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

*Lawson v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Suwanne County

1967

1965

This
dese

uit was
egation

iled January 21
Ian.

1965, It does a Court approvednot have

^Mannings v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Hil1sborough Co. 1973

*Mays v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Sarasota Co. 1963

• Mills v. Bd.
Pub. Inst.
Polk Co.
* As of Apri 1 ,

1968 - 24 -



I
FLORIDA

Middle District

Scott v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. of
St. John's Countv

*rill«»n v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Volusia County

Weaver v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.

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

— ...

* As of Apri]

*EACH OF
PLAN

All
}rades
Covered
By

This s
desegr

1972

1967

1965

, 1966

"NOTICE

Personal
Notice

it was fi
gation pi

X

X

News-
paper
Notice

ed Apr
n.

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

1 6, 19i

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

2. It d

X

- 25 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

oes not

X

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

have a co

-

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

irt approved

X

~ — — — — — — — — —

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



FLORIDA 1

*Gib*on v. Bd. of 1
Pub. Inst.
Hade County

*Hall v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Brovard County I

•Holland v. Bd,
of Pub. Inst.
Palat Beach Co.

•Major v. Bd. of
Pub. Inat.

Monroe County

* Sharp ton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Indian River Co.

* As of Apri

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
irades
Jovered
By

1960

1963

1962

1965

1970

L, 1966

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

Geoj

X

•• — — — —

News-
paper
Notice

raphic

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

»lan

All
Students
Must

Choose

- 26 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE 1

Second
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice 1

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



1

GEORGIA

Northern District

Calhoun v.
Latiner
(Atlanta)

_

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By

1968

* As of April, 1966

'NOTICE

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

All
Students
Must
Choose

- 27 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

1



MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

NOTICEVCH OF
PLAN

GEORGIA
" i d d l e

District

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

Second
Choice

All
Students
Must
Choose

Annual
Choice

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

v. iA. ot
Pub. Bd. k
Orphanage for
Bibb Co 1968

*Gainea v.
Dougherty Co,
of Bd.

2/Bd
1967

I *,
egfsiJireoTBd.
of Bd. k City of
Moultrie Bd. of

i
3 /

1968
! L o c k e t t v . B d .

of Bd. of
Muscogee Co. Sch
Dj^Li

*Tho«ie v. Houato
Bd. of Bd.

1 /
1968

1 /
196 8

1/ "adequate lotice"
7/ "timely nojice" on

nly.
y .

ired,ce of t3/ Type not specified ransfer 15 day pr .or not ime req

* As of Ap] 1 1 , 196

- ?8 -



GEORGIA

Southern D i s t r i c t NOTICE MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

CH OF
PLAN

Routing of
Buses t o

Accommodate
Choice

Second
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

All
Students
Must

Choose

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

Annual
Choice

¥*fccree • . Richmori
Co. Bd. of Ed.

*Gibson v. Glynn
Coanty Board
of Education

desegi egation plan.No Com t-Approve

Stell v. Savannah-
Chatham Go. Bd
of Education

1966

Turner v.
Goolsby
(Taliaferro Coj

ation pland desegre1965.iled Sept* mber 1( No Court Approv«Suit :

Aref1/ Available inf
in 1964.
* As of Apri

tion

1966

on this p fficien first three g *ades to h ive been desegregatedan ins



I
LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Banks v. St.
James Parish
Sch. Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish
Sch. Bd.

"Bush v. Orleans
Parish Sch. Bd.

barter v. Sch.
Bd. of West
Peliciana ParSi

, Charles v. Ascen
sion Parish

: Sch. Bd.

jjanDriage v.
! Jefferson Par-

ish Sch. Bd.
i

l^Davis v. East
Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

'-_/"- • . adequat
conscious oppo

* As of Apri!

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By -

1967

1968

1970

1967

1967

1967

1968

1968

: notice
•tunity

J, 1966

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X 1/

X 1/

Geograph

X 1/

X 1/

X

X 1/

to the ex
:o apply f

News-
paper
Notice

.c Plan

X

X

X

tent th
)r admi

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

it all s
jsion."

All
Students

Must
Choose

tudents

- 30 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

.ffected,

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

are given

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

a reasonable

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

and



LOUISIANA 1
CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

I Over-
iuastern 1
District

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

George v. Davis
(East Pelici-
ana Parish)

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

*Harris v. St.
John the Bap-
tist Sch. Bd.

*Hill v.
Lafourche Par-
ish Sch. Bd.

Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa
Sch. Bd.

*Moore v. Washing-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

1/ Initial assignir
Pupil placement

2/ The other crite

*As of AT?rU, 196

crowding
Only

X 1 /

X 1/

Suit
boar

ints on
criteri
~ia are

In Case of
Ove re rowd ing,
Proximity.

Only

filed Decemtx
1 to submit p!

i freedom of <
i are used fo:
lesires of sti

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

X 1/

X 1 /

r 13, 1965
an.

:hoice basi
• denying t
idents and

"Comparable
School"

Provision

X

X 2/

X

X 2/

Order of

X 2/

X 2/

s must be mi
ransfers.
parents, av?

- 61 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

-larch 23, :

de on a fi

ilability

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

966 requ:

st come,

f space

FRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

ring

first sei

nd of de£

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

ved basis.

ired



LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Smith v. St.
Tammany Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Thomas v. West
Baton Rouge
Parish Sch. Bd

Williams v.
Iberville
Parish Sch. Bd

U.S. v. St.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd.

U.S. v. Plaque-
! mines Parish

Sch. Bd.

i

i1/ For 1966-67 or
1 to which he we
1

2/ ". . . adequat
; ~~ conscious oppc

* As of Apri

}EACH OF
PLAN

All
trades
Covered
By

1967

1968

1970

1967

1967

Ly, any
3 previc

2 notice
rtunity

. 1966

N'OTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X 2/

X

X

student f
asly assi

to the e
to apply

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

iling t
ned, su

tent tl"
or adm

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

D exercj
3ject tc

at all 1
ssion."

All
Students
Must

Choose

X

X

X

se a cho
his rig

tudents

- 32 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

X

Lee sha]
it to re

iffectec

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

X

X

X

1 be assi£
quest a ti

are giver

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

X

X

ned to the sc
ansfer.

a reasonable

i

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

X 1/

X 1 /

100I

and



LOUISIANA

Western
District

*Andrews v. City
of Monroe

Banks v. Clai-
borne Parish
Sen. Bd.

*Battise v.
Acadia Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Par-
ish Sch: Bd.

*Celestain v.
Vermillion
Parish Sch.Bd,

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

•Gilbert v.
Webster Parish
Sch. Bd.

1/ Original plar
'• result in all

2/ 1965 - Transf
not based on

* As of Api

1EACH OP
PLAN

A l l
}rades
Covered

By

1967

1967

1968^

1965^

Suit

1968

1967

- a l l g1

grades

srs in a
"ace and

LI, 196f

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

filed Apr:

X

rades by
3y 1967.

LI grades
dual zon

News-
paper
Notice

' X

X

1 k, ic

X

968. A

1966
s a b o l

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

56. No

X

X

nended j

- Transi
jhed.

All
Students

Must
Choose

court-ap

Ian adde

ers and

- 33 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

)roved c

1 two gi

.nitial

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

esegregatj

ades in IS

assignment

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

on p l a n .

65 which may

s in a l l grac

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



T HTTT^TANA 1

LEACH OF
PLAN

Western 1 All
District prades

Covered
j By

*Gordan v. Jeff 1 w
Davis Parish 1 1968-
Sch. Board 1

+Graham v. Evan- 1
geline Parish 1
Sch. Board |

^Henderson v.
Iberia Parish
School Board

Johnson v.
Jackson Parish
School Board

Jones v. Caddo
Parish School
Board

Lemon v. Bossier
Parish School
Board

*Monteilh v. St. |
Landry Parish
School Board

*/Robertson v.
Natchitoches
Parish Sch. Bd.

1/ Original plar
result in al]

* As of April

1965

1967

1967

1968

1968!

1967

- a l l
grades
1966

"NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

rades by
by 1967.

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

968. 1

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

nended ]

A l l
Students

Must
Choose

Ian adde

- 34 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

i two g

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

•ades in 1

Routing of 1
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

1

65 which may

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OP

NON-
CHOOSERS



LOUISIANA

Western
District

Smith v. Con-
cordia Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Trahan v. La-
fayette Parish
Sch. Bd.

•Thomas v. St.
Martin Parish
Sch. Bd.

Valley v. Ra-
pides Parish
Sch. Bd.

•Williams v.
Kimbrough
(Madison Parish

U.S. v. Biie-B-
ville Parish
Sch. Bd.

1/ Original pi
result in a

2/ 1965 - Tran
grades not

* As of Apr

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

1968 1/

1965 2/

1967

1 1967

1967

.n - grad

.1 grades

fers in
»ased on

.1. 1966

^NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

2S by I96J
by 1967.

all grade:
race and <

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

\. Amen

i. 196b
lual zon

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

X

ed plan

- Transf
s abolis

All
Students
Must
Choose

idded tw

^rs and
led.

- 35

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

grade

nitial

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

in 1965

assignmen

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

rhich may

s in. all

1

NON- I
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS



.OUISIANA

festern
)istrict

S. v. DeSoto
Parish Sch.
Bd.

,S. v. Grant
Parish Sch.
Bd.

S. v. LaSalle
Parish Sch.
Bd.

S. v. Lincoln
Parish Sch.
Bd.

S. v. Richlanc
Parish Sch. Be

i

i

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

Suit

1967

1967

1967

. 1967

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

filed Jan

X

i

X

X

X

News-
pap er
Notice

uary 11,

X

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

1967.

X

X

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

*Jo court-

•

- 36 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

approve

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

d desegreg

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

ation plan.

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

Ayers v. Wes-
tern Line Cons.
School District

Baird v. Benton
County Board of
Education

Bell v. West
Point Mun. Sep.
Sen. Dis.CCLay
County;

Cowan v. Boli-
var County Bd.
of Education

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

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

U.S. v. Calhoui
County Board
of Education

* As of Apr

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered
By

Suit :

1967

Suit
Distr

1967

1967

1967

1967

.1, 1966

NOTICE
-w

Personal
Notice

"iled Jam

X

:iled Augi
.ct operat

X

Geogr*

X

X

News-
paper
Notice

ary 11,

X

st 13, 1
ing unde

X

phic Pl£

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

1966. N

X

965. No
r HEW pi

X

n

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

court-*

court-ai
an.

X

X

- 37 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

ppointc

X

proved

X

X

X

Officials
Mot to

Influence
Choice

d desegrej

X

desegregai

X

X

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

ation plan.

ion plan.

X

X

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS

i



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

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

U.S. v.Corinth
Mun. Separate
School Distric

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

U.S. v.
Indianola Mun.
School Dist.

U.Sv v. Iuka
Spec. Mun.
Sep. Sch. Dis.

U.S. v. Leflor
Co. School

[ District

• U.S. v. Louis-
ville Munici-
Dal Sep. Sc.Dt
U.S. v. Sun-
flower County
School Dist.

U.S. v. Humpre
1 County School
District

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

: 1967

1967
one s

1967
porti

1967

1967

Suit

1967

s

1967

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X
chool ope

X
on of dis

X

filed Oct

X

X

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X
•ating ui

X
:rict op<

X

X

)ber 3,

X

X

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

ider geog

X
•rating v

. X

X

.966. N

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

X

raphic p

X
nder geo

X

court-o

X

X

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

X
an.

raphic

X

X

'dered

X

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

X

X
plan

X

]esegregat

X

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

Lon plan.

NON-
RACIAL i

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS



MISSISSIPPI
.Southern
District

Alexander v.
Holmes Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Anderson v.
Canton Munic.
Sch. Dist.

Anderson v.
Madison Co.
School Dist.

Barnhardt v.
Meridian Sep.
Sch. Dist.

Blackwell v.
1 Issaquena Co.

Bd. of Ed.

i *Gladney v. Moss
! Pt. Munic.Sep.

Sch. Dist.

.Hudson v.
Leake Co. Sch.
Bd.

1/ Within des
1 enrollment

! 1

* As of Apr

REACH OP
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

1967

1967

1967

1967

1967

1967

igregatet
without

.1, 1966

NQTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

grades r
regard to

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

yuting o
race.

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

: transp

All
Students
Must
Choose

X

X

X

•

rtation

- 39 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

letermi

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

led by sch

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

1/
X

JO!

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

X

X



MISSISSIPPI
• Southern
District

•Killingsworth
v. Enterprise
Consld.Sch.Dis

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

Mason v.
Biloxi Munic.
Sep. Sch.Dist.

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

U.S. v. Amite
County School
District

U.S. V. Cov-
ington Co.
School Dist.

U.S. v. Hinds
County School
Board

2/ "All pupil
be admitte

! * As of April

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

1967

1967

1967

1967

1967

Suit fi

i enrolle
1 to any

1966

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

led Janua

d in the
of the sc

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

X

X

X

•y ii, i

.St., 8th
tools.

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

X

X

X

67. No

9th, 10

All
Students
Must
Choose-

2/
X

X

X

court-ap

th, 11th

- 40 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

roved

and 1

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

X

X

esegregat

th grades

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

X

.on plan.

shall

NON- •
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS

X

X



•MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

U.S. v. Kemper
; County School

Board

U.S. v. Nat-
chez Special
Munic. Sch.Dis

US. v. Neshoba
Co. School
District

U.S. v. North
Pike Consld.
School Dist.

U.S. v. North
Tippah Cons.
School Dist.

U.S. v. Noxubee
Co. School
District

U.S. v. Phila-
delphia Mun.
Sep.Sch. Dist.
U.S. v. Laude
dale County
Sch. Dist.

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

1967

Suit fi

1967

1967

1967

Suit fi

Suit f

'NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

led. No

X

i

X

X

led Augus

Lied Augu;

i

News-
paper
Notice

X

;ourt-ap

X

X

: 18, 19

t 18, 1

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

>roved de

X

X

X

i6. No c

66. No

All
Students
Must
Choose

X

segregat

X

X

X

ourt-app

;ourt-ap

- 41 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

on plai

X

X

X

%oved d

roved

Officials
Not to

Influence
Choice

•

X

X

segregati

esegregat

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

)n plan.

on plan.

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF
NON-

CHOOSERS



MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

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

U.S. v. Wil-
kinson Co.
Sch. Dist.

1

i

i

REACH OF
PLAN

All
Grades
Covered

By

1967

1967

'NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X :

X

1 •

i

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

•

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

X

X

- 42 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

X

X

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

X

X

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

X

X

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

X

X



NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICENOTICE*EACH OF
PLANTEXAS

Northern District Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

Second
Choice

All
Students;

Must
Choose

Annual
Choice

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

All
}rades
Covered
By

Avery v. Wichita
Falls Ind. Sch.
Diet.

sed in 1962 Wi tion Planhout a Iesegregse Was ClThis C

Britton v. Folsom
(Dallas Ind. Sch
Dist.)

1967 PlanraphicGeo:

Flax v. Potts
(Ft. Worth Ind,
Sch. Dist.) 1967

: *Jacfcson v. Rawdon
(Mansfield Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Order
admiss
be qua

hat defen
on to Man
ified in

ants "'
field
11 res

..are h
igh Sch
>ects fo

foiever trained f
plaintif

om refusing
s shown to

jreby
>ol to
admissl

re
of, thar y ..1on.

Rainwater v.
Smith • (Carrollton
Ind. Sch. Dist. ) 1971 Geor raphic Plan

1/ Decree Augus 6, p. 2,29, 19

As of April, 1966



Texaa 1
Southern
District

* Bast land v.
Northeast Houatoa
Ind. Sch. Dist.

*Bvans T. Brooka
(Texas City Ind.
Sch. Dist.) ;

*Gibba v. Bd. of
Trustees of Port
Isabel Ind. Sch.
Di«t.

*Hernandex r.
Driscoll Consoli-
dated Ind.Sch.
Dlai^
xooiDson •. jsyani
(Galreston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

(Houston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

^ Stapaon v. A1 dene
Ind. Sch. Dist.

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

Washington r. A.
* M. Ind. Consoli
dated Sch. Dist.

* As of April

IEACH OP
PLAN

All
Irades
Jovered
By

1975

1972

1962

This <

1973

1967

196 7

1975

- 1967

1966

„ NOTICE

Personal
Notice

General
discri.ii

ase invol

Geograi

News-
paper
Notice

njuncti
atory t

ed Mexi

hie Pla

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

on requi
asis.

can stud

X

X

X

All
Students

Mist
Choose

ring sch

ent s, I

- 44 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

>ois to

: was c]

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

operate oi

osed in 1<

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

a non-racia

57.

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OP

NON-
CHOOSERS



TEXAS

Eastern District

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

MECHANICS FOR EXERCISING CHOICE^NOTICECH OF
PLAN

Routing of
Buses to

Accommodate
Choice

Second
Choice

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

All
Students
Must

Choose

Annual
Choice

Personal
Notice

News-
paper
Notice

All
Jrades
Covered
By

Adams v. Mathevi
(Longview Ind.vSch7 Diet.)

1967

* Brown v. Hendri^
1974

* Price v. Denisor
Ind. Sch. Dist. 1967

*Richard v. Christ
(Hamshire- 1974

* As of Apri ., 1966



1

• Texas
Western
District

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

*McGrue v. Williau
(Waco Ind. Sch.
Di«t.) y

*Miller v. Barnes
(Georgetown Ind.
Sch. Dlat.)

1/ Desegregatio

* As of April

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By

1963

1967

1976

plan n

1966

„ NOTICE

Personal
Notice

Genera
discr ii

t availab

News-
paper
Notice

in juni
inat or)

e.

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

ion re(j
b.a s i s .

X

X

All
Students
Must
Choose

u iring s

- 46 -

FOR EXERCISING CHOICE

Second
Choice

hools t

Officials
Not to
Influence
Choice

o operate

Routing of
Buses to
Accommodate
Choice

on a non-rac

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

ally



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 choices should be re-
jected is 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
pupil 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.

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 is
requested to a particular
school, but it develops that
there is available 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

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 the need for other
forms1 of special transfer rules.

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 is 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
his 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.



ALABAMA

Northern Dis-
trict

Armstrong v.
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham

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

Boykins v. Fair-
field Bd. of Ed.

Brown v. City
Bd. of Ed. of
Bessemer

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

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

Hutton v. Lee
(Greene Co.)

1/ On same time

2/ And "all oth
——

X

schedul

i:r re leva

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

X

2/
X

X

as for whole

it factors."

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

X

plan.

"Comparable
School"
Provision

- 49 -

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

Newly
Unrolled
Students

1/
X

X

X

1/
X

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer
Rule



ALABAMA

lorthern Distric

Miller v. Bd.
of Ed. of Gad-
sdp.n, A1 sf>nmfl

Stout v. Jef-
ferson Co. , Bd.
of Ed.

•

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
rowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

f.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

Comparable
School"
Provision

- 50 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

Newly
Snrolled
Students

X

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer
Rule



ALA3AMA

Middle District

Carr v. Mont-
gomery Co.
School Board

j Harris v. Bui
j lock Co. 3d.

of Ed.

| Harris, et al
j v. Crenshaw
, Co. Bd. of Ed

i Lee v. Macon
Co. Bd. of Ed

U.S. v. Lownd
Co. Bd. of Ed

CRITERIA E.OR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
rowding
Only

X

X

X

X

s
X

In Case of
Overcrowdingj
Proximity

Only

X

X

X

X

X

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"

Provision

- 51 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

TRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

X

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

X



1

ALABAMA

Southern District

* Brown v. Bd.
of Ed. of Cit
of Demopolis

*Davis v. Bd.
of Commission
of Mobile Cou

U.S. v. Choct
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

U.S. v. Hale
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. oE Ed
et al.

U.S. v. Wilcoj
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

1/ "No choice

2/ "...no chc

given sch'

*As of April,

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
irowding
Only

/ Suit :

196(
> r s dis
ity
iw x±y

X

X

will be

ice shai

O] "

L956

In Case of
Overcrowding}
Proximity

Only

iled August 1

Geographic I
rict or the r

X

X

X

denied for an

L be denied e
T 4—

Court order

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

3, 1965.

Ian with F
earest sch

/ reason."

xcept for ;

3/31/66.

"Comparable
School"

Provision

Io court app

rst Graders
>ol formerly

ood and suf
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•oved deseg

having a c
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icient ret
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Newly
Enrolled
Students
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loice of
xclusivel

X

X

X

sons relc
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Students
Who
Move

alan.

the schoo
y by thei

X

ted to th
v_ th IJCI i_ l. L y

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

. in their
* race.

adminis-
U L ci



FLORIDA

Northern District

<Augus tus v . Bd .
of Pub. Inst.
Escambia County

Steele v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Leon County

Vright v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Alichui County

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

*
1/ As to cert*:

Court order

' *As of April, 195

••
CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

n limit*
9/15/66.

In Case of
Overcrowding^
Proximity

Only

X

tion as to pr

Pupil "Comparable
Placement
Criteria

X

X

X

oximitvi A

School"
Provision

- 53 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

115 namod

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

rRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

•

only.

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

x 1/



SPECIAL TRANSFERSCRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE
FLORIDA
Middle
District

"Comparable
School"

Provision

Over-
rowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding
Proximity

Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Blalock v. Bd.
of Publ Inst.
Lee County

*Bradley v. Bclot
Pub. Inst.
PinelLas County

Geograph .c Plan

*Braxtpn v. Bd.
of Pub. In8t.
Duval County

Geograph c Plan

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

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

x-

* Laws on v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Suwanne County

Thi; suit was fi
app roved desegre

.ed January
Ration plar

25, 1965, have aIt does no Jourt

•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 Aprils 196b



FLORIDA

Middle District

*Scott v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. of
St. John's County

*Tillatn v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Volusia County

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

*Ziaaer»an v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Columbia County

*As of Aoril. 196(

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

This s
desegr

X

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity-
Only

it was filed
gation plan.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

April 6, 1

"Comparable
School"
Provision

>62. It doe

- 55 -

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

; not have

X

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

a court-

X

X

X

PRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

pproved

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



I
FLORIDA

Southern District

*Gibson v. Bd. of
Pab. Inst.
Dade County

*Hall r. Bd. of
Pab. Inst.
Brovard County

^Holland v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Palm Beach Co.

"Major r. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Monroe County

*3harpton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Indian River Co.

*AR of April, lQ,

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

Ge<

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

X

X

graphic PI

X

X

"Comparable
School"
Provision

an

- 56 -

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

X

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

rRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



GEORGIA

Northern District

*Calhotm v.
Latimcr
(Atlanta)

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X

1/ This reason jrill be

As of April, 196J

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

X

sonsidered; m

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

•

i absolute

"Comparable
School"

Provision

right to tri

- 57 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

x y

nsfer for

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

his reas

PRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

n.

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



G BORGIA
Middle
District

*livi«s v. 14 of
P«b. Id. Orpha-
nage for Bibb Co,

*Gaiaes T.
»*«gherty Co. Id
of Id.

^Harrington T.
Colquitt Co. Bd.
ft City of Moultri
14. of Count.

*Lockett v. Bd. of
14. of Muscogee
Co. Sch. Dist.

*Thoaie T. Houston
Co., Bd. of Bd.

y For high sc

*As of Aprils 195 6

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

"Over-
crowding
Only

X

*

X

tool - t

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

1/
X

X

X

ansportat ion

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

-

also a cri

"Comparable
School"

Provision

teria.

- 58 -

To Take
Courses

Not

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

PRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



GEORGIA

Southern District

'• Acree v. Rich-
mond County
Bd. of Ed.

•- Gibson v. Glynn
County Board
of Education

Stell v. Savannah-
Chatham Co.
Bd. of Ed.

Turner v. GooIsby
(Taliaferro
County)

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

No co

Suit

1/ Proximity, allo.
'As of April, 1966 1

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

rt-approved c

•

iled Septeab*

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

esegregati

r 10,_A965

"Comparable
School"
Provision

>n plan.

No court-

- 59 -

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

pproved d<

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

•

•egregat

TRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

on plan.

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Banks v. St.
James Parish
Sch. Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish
Sch. Bd.

-Bush v. Orleans
Parish Sch.
Bd.

•Carter v. Sch.Bd.
of West Pelici-
ana Parish

Charles v. Ascen-
sion Parish
Sch. Bd.

•Danbridge v. Jef-
ferson Parish
Sch. Bd.

•Davis v. East
Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

1/ Initial assignr
Pupil placemen

2/ Students apply
registrants to
for denying tra

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X 1/

X 1/

Geograph

X 1/

X 1/

X 2/

ent s on
criteri

at any s
o other
sfers af

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

ic Plan

a freedom of
a are used fo

-hool within
schools in di
ter initial r

Pupil
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Criteria

X 1/

X 1/

X 1/

X 1/

X

X 2/

choice bas:
r denying 1

their dist:
strict, wi"
egistratioi

6u - '

"Comparable
School"

Provision

X

X

X

X

X

X

s must be m
ransfers.

•ict on firs
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'• *As of Api

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

de on a fi

come., fii
to race,
ll, 1966

SPECIAL '

Newly
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Students

rst come,

st servec
Placement
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Students
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Move

first se

basis,
criteria

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

•ved basis.

Ixcess
are used



1
LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

^George v. Davis j
(East Felici- J
ana Parish)

Hall v. St. He-
lena Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Harris v. St.
John the Bap-
tist Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Hill v. La-
fourche Parish
Sch. Bd.

Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa
Sch. Bd.

"Moore v.
Tangipahoa
Parish Sch. Bd

*Moses v.
Washington

; Parish Sch. Bd

*Redmond v.
Terrebonne
Parish Sch. Bd

i * As of April,

IEACH OF
PLAN

All
Jrades
Covered
By

1967

1967

1967

Suit f:

1968

1968

1967

Suit f

1966

NOTICE

Personal
Notice

X

X

X

led Decem

X

X

X

led June

News-
paper
Notice

X

X

X

>er 13,

X

X

X

., 1965.

MECHANICS

Annual
Choice

X

X

X

1965. 0

X

X

X

Order
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Students

Must
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•der of N

)f March

- 31 -
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arch 23

23, 196
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Choice
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> requirin

Routing of
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Choice

irding board

I board to su

NON-
RACIAL

ASSIGNMENT
OF

NON-
CHOOSERS

;o submit plar

limit plan.



CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE SPECIAL TRANSFERSLOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Over-
rowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

"Comparable
School"
Provision

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

SingletonTo Take
Courses

Not
Available

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Transfer
Rule

*Moses v. Washing-
ton Parish
Sen. Bd. X 1/

*Redmond v. Terre-
bonne Parish
Sch. Bd-.

65. Order 1966 reqied June 1, 1<
t plan.

Suit n
to subm

of March 23 iring bo rd

Smith v. St.
Tammany Parish
Sch. Bd.- 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 3/ X X

U.S. v. Plaque-
• mines Parish
1 Sch. Bd. X 3/X X

ly The other cri ;eria ar
courses, and :omparisc

2/ Ini t ia l place lent on

desires of
n of age.

freedom of cl

tudents an 1 parents, ailabilit' of spac and of d ssired

hoice basi 3 must be mee on a f i >t come first
placeme it

Preference ma
a child to at

criteria are used
also b

end a s

or denying
er to permit
s pfi rent i

transfers.
siblings

regularly
3 / given in ore

hool where h;
o attend
mployed.

chool, orto permithe same

*As of April, 1966
- 62 -



LOUISIANA
Western
District

* Andrews v. City
of Monroe

Banks v.
Claiborne
Parish Sen. Bd.

*Battise v.
Acadia Parish
Sch. Bd.

tt-Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Parish
Sch. Bd.

* Celestain v.
Vennillion
Parish Sch. Bd.

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

* Gilbert v.
Webster Parish
Sch. Bd.

1/ The other cr i t
desired course

1/ The other cri t
special reconur

*As of April, 196

• *

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding

Only

Suit

tria are
>, and c

sria are
ilndation

1

In Case of
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Proximity

Only

:iled April k

desires of s
>mparison of «

class size, 1
< m

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

1966. No

udents and
ge.

tultiple ch

"Comparable
School"

Provision

x i 7

court-apprc

x l /

parents, a\

ildren in f£

- 63 -
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LOUISIANA
Western
District

(Jordan v. Jeff
Davis Parish
Sch. Bd.

Graham v. Evan-
geline Parish
Sch. Bd.

y
Henderson v.
Iberia Parish
Sch. Bd.

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.

1/ The other crit
recommendation

! 2/ The other crit
courses, and c

! *As of April, 196

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

fcria are
1 •
ria are
>mpariso
>

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

class size, r

desires of si
of age.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

ultiple ch

udents and

"Comparable
School"

Provision

&

&

xl/

Lldren in f£

parents, a\

- 64 -

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

nily, parei

ailability

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

tal requ

of space

Students
Who
Move

st, speci

and of de

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

al

sired



LOUISIANA

Western
District

Ttobertson v.
Natchitoches
Parish Sch. Bd

Smith v.
Concordia
Parish Sch. Bd

*Trahan v.
Lafayette
Parish Sch. Bd

*Thomas v. St.
Martin Parish
Soh. Bd

Valley v.
Rapides Parish
Sch. 3d.

*Williams v. Kim-
-brough (Madisor
Parish)

U.S. v. BienvIQe
Parish Sch.
Bd.

1/ The other cri
recommendatio

2/ The other cr
courses, and

*As of April, 195

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
rowding
Only

:eria ar
is .

:eria ar
:omparis

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

X 2/

i class size,

: desires of ;
)n of age .

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

multiple c

students ar

"Comparable
School"

Provision

X 2/

X ' 1/

X 1/

X 2/

X 1/

X 2/

lildren in 1

d parents, i

- 65 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

amily, par

vailabilit

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

X

mtal req

r of spac

TRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

est, spec

and of c

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

ial

esired



LOUISIANA

Western
District

U.S. v. DeSoto
Parish Sch.
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.

1/ The other cri
desired cours

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding

Only

Suit

fceria are
is, and

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

filed January

desires of s
omparison of

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

11, 1967.

:udents and
ige.

"Comparable
School"
Provision

No court-ap

X 1/

X 1/

X 1/

parents, av«

- 66 -

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

>roved dese

ilability

Newly
Unrolled
Students

regation

X

X

X

X

>f space

Students
Who
Move

plan.

md of

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



MISSISSIPPI

Northern
District

*Ayers v. Western
Line Cons.
Sch. District

Baird v. Benton
County Board
of Education

Bell v. West Poin
Mun. Sep. Sch.
Dist. (Clay Co.

Cowan v. Bolivar
County Board of
Education

i *
Henry v. Clarks-

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

! Mun. Separate
; Sch. District

i

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

Suit i

X

t
SU3

) DU

X

X

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

iled January

X

t filed Augus
trict operati

X

I.

Geogra

X

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

1, 1966.

13, 1965.;
g under HE

>hic Plan

"Comparable
School"
Provision

No court-app

No court-a
W Plan.

- 67'

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

'oved deseg

X

sproved des

X

X

Newly
Unrolled
Students

regation

gregatio

X

Students
Who
Move

plan.

plan.

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

X

X

*As of Apr i l , 1966



MISSISSIPPI

Northern
District

U.S. v. Calhoun
County Board oi
Education

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

U.S. v. Corurth
Municipal Sep.
Sen. District

U.S. v. Greenwood
Municipal Sep.
'School r*i ctrict

U.S. v. Indiana
Municipal Sep.
School District

U.S.'v. Inka
Special Mun.
Sep. Sch. Dis.

; U.S. v. Leflore
', Co. Sch. Dis-
i trict

U.S. v. Louis-
vi l le Mun. Sep.
Sch. District

U.S. v. Sunflower
County Sch.
District

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding

Only

X

X

Suit

In Qase of
Overcrowding,

Proximity
Only

X

X

X

Y

1.

X

X

x 1/

filed October

X

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

3, 1966.

"Comparable
School"

Provision

to court-ord

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

X

x
X

X

red desegr

X

Newly
Unrolled
Students

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

2gation p

X

Students
Who
Move

X 2/

Lan.

Singleton
Tra'nsfer

Rule

X

X

y

X

X

X

X

X

1/ | "Provided that for justifiable administrative reasons other factors not related to race may be
considered."

! 2 / "Or for valid other reasons not related to race." - 68 -



ISSISSIPPI

orthern Distriq

, .S. v. Humphrey!
jounty School
!istrict

i

i

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding

s

In Case of
Overcrowding^
Proximity
Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"
Provision

- 69 -

SPECIAL TRANSFERS

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

Newly
Enrolled
Students

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

.lexander v.
iolmes Co. Board
>f Education

.nderson v. Can-
ion Munic. Sch.
. listrict

' .nderson v.
1 ladison Co.
ich. District

; Jarnhardt v.
feridian Separ-
ite Sch. Dist.
1
i JlackwelL v.
[ssaquena Co.
id. of Ed.

Jladney v. Moss
>t. Munic. Sep.
School District

; ludson v. Leake
Zo. Sch. Board

./ "except that
to race may

1/ Subject to t
without rega

1 s of April, 1956

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X

X

X

X

X

for jus-

>e applit

Le requi
•d to ra

In Case of
Overcrowd ing _,
Proximity

Only

X

1/
X

1/
X

1/
X

X

X

ifiable admit
d."

ements and ci
e.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

istrative

iteria app

"Comparable
School"

Provision

*easons, otbi

i.icable equs

- 70 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

X

»r factors

lly to all

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

X

X

unrelate

students

rRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

X

X

X

2/
X

X



1
MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

Killingsworth v.
Enterprise Con-
solidated

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

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

'.Singleton v.
1 Jackson Munic.
jSep. Sch. Dist.

iu.S. v. Amite
I County School
iDistrict

ilJ.S. v. Coving-
iton Co. School
(District

iLJ.S. v. Hinds
!County School Bd

L/ Subject to t
without rega

i

;s of April, 1956

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X

X

X

X

X

Suit

e requii
•d to rac

In Case of
Overcrowding3
Proximity

Only

X

X

X

X

X

X

filed January

ements and ci
e.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

11, 1967.

iteria app

"Comparable
School"

Provision

No court-a

.icable equa

- 71 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

X

X

X

jproved de«

.ly to all

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

egregatic

students

IRANSPERS

Students
Who
Move

n plan.

Singleton
Transfer
Rule

X

1/
X

X



MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

U.S. v. Kemper
County School
Board

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

U.S. v. Neshoba
Co. School Dist.

U.S. v. North
! Pike Cons. Sch.
District

1 U.S. v. North
! Tippah Cons.
School District

; U.S. v. Noxubee
\ County School
j District

U.S. v. Phila-
delphia Mun. Sep
School District

1/ Subject to t
without rega

2/ Except that
j to race may

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
rowding
Only

X

Suit

X

X

Suit

le requi
%d to ra

or just
>e appli

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

X

filed. No c

2/
X

X

X

filed August

•eraents and ci
:e.

fiable and a<
.d.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

ourt-appro'

18, 1966.

iteria app

ministrati

"Comparable
School"

Provision

red desegreg

No court-a^

Licable equal

ve. reasons,

- 72 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

X

ition plan.

X

X

>roved des>

Ly to all

other fact

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

X

X

X

gregatio

tudents

rs unrel

rRANSPERS

Students
Who
Move

plan.

ted

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

X

X

X

X



MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

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

U.S. v. Wilkin-
son Co. School
District

U.S. v. Laude.r-
dale County
Sch. Dist.

: 1/ Or in order
• attending as

•«

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X

X

Suit f

:o atten<
1 a resul

In Case of
Overcrowdingj
Proximity

Only

X

X

iled August 1

a school the
: of the deseg

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

1, 1966. I

t a relati
;regation p

"Comparable
School"

Provision

O COUrt-3Dp

/e in the he
Lan.

- 73 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

X

1/
X

oved deseg

usehold is

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

-egation

rRANSPERS

Students
Who
Move

X

)lan.

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

X

X



TEXAS

Northern District

SPECIAL TRANSFERSCRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

"Comparable
School"
Provision

SingletonTo Take
Courses
Not

Available

Newly
Enrolled
Student

Students
Who
Move

Over-
rowding
Only

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

Transfer
Rule

I Avery v. Wichita
Falls Ind. Sch.
Dist.

in 1962 without a dese gregation Ian.This case was closed

\ Britton v. Folsom
i (Dallas Ind. Sch.
i Diet.) Georgiaphic Plan.

i Flax v. Potts
| (Ft. Worth Ind.
; Sch. Dist.)

I Jackson v. Rawdon
I (Mansfield Ind.
! Sch. Dist.) i ''. . .are \

to any oi
Order 1iTat defendant
Mansfie Ld Hi,

ereby forev
the plaint

d from r
o be qua

fusing
ified in

r restrain
ffs shown

ac mission to
all respects

Rainwater v.
Smith (Carrollton
Ind. Sch. Dist.)

Geogra ?hic Plan.

L/ Decree August

jAs of At>ril. 1Q66

29, 195 5, p. 2



TEXAS
Southern
District

*Eastland v.
Northeast Housto
Ind. Sch. Dist.

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

*Gibbs v. Bd. of
Trustees of Port
Isabel Ind. Sch.
Dist.
Fernandez v.
Driscoll Consoli
dated Ind. Sch.
Dist.
*Robinson v. Evan!
(Galveston Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

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

•• Sampson v. Aldent
Ind. Sch. Dist.

*• Thomas v. Bowen
, (Bryan Ind. Sch.
! Dist.)
r Washington v. A.
j & M. Ind. Consol]

dated Sch. Dist.
j

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

Gen
die

Thi

Geo

[As of A

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity

Only

iral injuncti
criminatory b

s case involv

graphic Plan.

ril, 1956

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

m reqnirir
isis

id Mexican

"Comparable
School"

Provision

g schools t<

students. '.

- 75 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

operate o

t was clos'

SPECIAL '

Nev/ly
Enrolled
Students

i a non-r

d in 195

TRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

cially

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



TEXAS

Eastern District

Adams v. Mathewa
(Longview Ind.
Sch. Dlat.)

* Brown v. Hendrix
(Beaumont Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

* Price v. Denison
(Ind. Sch. Dist.)

•-Richard v. Christ
(Ham8hire-Fannett
Ind. Sch. Dist.)

i

i

CRITERIA FOR DENYING CHOICE

Over-
crowding
Only

X

X

In Case of
Overcrowding,
Proximity
Only

X

X

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

"Comparable
School"
Provision

- 76 -

To Take
Courses
Not

Available

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

X

X

CRANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

X

Singleton
Transfer

Rule



Texas 1 _1 Over-

District

* Carter v. Hix
(Gatesville Ind.
Sch. Dist.;

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

* Miller v. Barnes "1
(Georgetown Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

W Descgragatio

*As of Aprils 1966

i . . . . . . .1

1

'.rowding
Only-

Gene r a
basis.

> plan n

In Case of
Overerowding,
Proximity

Only

injunction t

t available.

Pupil
Placement
Criteria

equiring s

"Comparable
School"
Provision

:hools to op

- 77 -

To Take
Courses

Not
Available

rate on a

SPECIAL '

Newly
Enrolled
Students

lon-racia

URANSFERS

Students
Who
Move

Lly discr

1

Singleton
Transfer

Rule

.minatory



Explanation of Category Headings

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS, FACILITIES,
SERVICES, AND ACTIVITIES

General Provision:

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty Meetings and In-Service Training:
An "X signifies 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
Assignment:

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.

"X" signifies a general provision barringAn
discrimination in the various activities
related to education. These would include
parent meetings, locker rooms, waiting
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.



AIABAMA

Northern Distric

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

Boykins v. Fair
f ie ld Bd. of Ed

Brown v. City
Bd. of Ed. of
Bessemer

Hereford v. Cit]
of Huntsville,
Ala. Bd. of Ed.

Hutton v. Lee
(Greene Co. )

1/ No school tr

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

nsportation

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

system.

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 79 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

G e n e r a l
Provision

X

Transportation

y



ALABAMA

Northern District

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

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

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 80 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

Transportation



ALABAMA

Middle District

Carr v. Mont
gomery Co.
School Board

Harris v. Bu
lock Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Harris, et a
v. Crenshaw
Co. Bd. of Ec

Lee v. Macon
Co. Bd. of E<

U.S. v. Lownc
Co. Bd. of Ec

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

. —

.:

es
•

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

X

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

X

X

X

X

X

- 81 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

X

X

X

Transportation

X

X

X

X

X



ALA3AMA

Southern District

*Brown v. Bd.
of Ed. of Cit
of DemopoLis

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Suit f

•Davis v. Bd. 1
of Commissioners 1960 G
of Mobile Co.! distri

U.S. v. Choct
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

U.S. v. Hale
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.
U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

U.S. v. Wilco
Co. Bd. of Ed
et al.

* As of Apr

1W

"JLI, 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

led August 13,

ographic Plan v
t or the neares

X

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

.965. No court

ith First Grades
t school former]

. _

- 82 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

approved dese

s having a ch
y attended ex

X

X

X

Transportation

regation plan.

ice of the school in their
Lusively by their race.

X



FLORIDA

Northern District

Augustus v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst .
Bscaabia County

Steele v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst .
Leon County

Wright v. Bd.
of Pub. Ins t .
Alachua County

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

* As of Ap

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

: i l , 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 83 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

G e n e r a l
Provision

X

Transportation

X



DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

PACUIiTY DESEGREGATION

FLORIDA
Middle
District

TransportationGeneral
Provision

Correction
of Past
Racia l

Assignments

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

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

*
Bradley v. Belol
Pub. Inst.
fInellas County

Geographic P .an

Braxton v. Bd.
of•Pub. Inst.
Ouval County Geographic P an

Ellis v. Bd.
of Pub. Inat.
Orange County

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

Lavson v. Bd.
of Pub. Inat.
Suwanne County

This sv it was filed
desegregation plan.

Jai uary 25, 1965, ve a court approvedIt does not h

Mannings v, Bd.
of Pub. Inat.
Hillsborough Co

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

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

* Aa of A
- 84 -

1966



1
FLORIDA

Middle D i s t r i c t "

Scott v. Bd. of
Pub. I n s t . of 1
St . John ' s County!

1

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
meetings &
Inservice
rraining

This suit '
approved d

Tillaan Y. Bd. of
Pub. Ins t . 1
Volusia County |

Meiver v. Bd. of
Pub. Ins t .
Brevard County

ZiMerain v. Bd.
of Pub. Ins t .
Columbia County

* As of A p r i l , 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

as filed April
segregation pla

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

, 1962. It doe

- 85 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

Gene ra l
Provision

s not have a c

X

Transportation

our t

X



FLORIDA

Southern District

*Gibaon v, Bd. of
Pub. Inat.
Dade Comity

*Hall v. Bd. of
Pub. Inat.
Brovard County

*Holland v. Bd.
of Pub. Inat.
Palm Beach Co.

* Major v. Bd. of
Pub. Inat.
Monroe County

* Sharpton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inat.
Indian River Co.

* As of Apri]

FACULTY DESEGREGATION
• %

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

, 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Gcographi

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

Plan

- 86 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

Transportation

*



GEORGIA 1

northern District

*C*lhoun v.
Latimer
C Atlanta)

* As of Apri]

FACUIffY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

, 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 87 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

Transportat ion



GBORGIA L_
Middle 1
District jj

Bivios • . Bd. oil
Pab. Id. * I
Orphanage for I

*Bibb Co. 1

r

PACUUTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
meetings &
[nservice
draining

Gaiaea • . I
•*ttfkerty Co. 1
M. of fid. 1

Harrington v. 1

itllil. h .&ttf:
of loultrle Bd.
Jk Coaaissloners
xnTlIf'v".1 Bd.
of Md. of
Museogee Co. Scl
Dlat.

"Thoaie T. 1
Houston Co. Bd.
of Xd.

* As of Apri] , 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 88 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

Transportation

X



GEORGIA

Sacttern District
DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Transportat ionGeneral
Provision

Correction
of Past
Racia l

Assignments

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Acree v.
Richmond Co.
Bd. of Ed.

Gibson v. Glynn
County Board
of Education

gation plan.approved desegrNo court

Stel lv . Sav
Chatham Co. Bd.
of Education

Turner v.
GooIsby
(Taliaferro CoJ

approved dese gregation plan,Suit f i l 1965. No courtd September 10,

* As of AprilL 1966
- 89 -



LOUISIANA

Eastern
T\i n4< t.4 r\4-
DiBoriC Ti

Banks v. St.
James Parish
Sen. Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish
Sen. Bd.

Bush v. Orleans
Parish Sch.
Bd. s

Carter v. Sch.
Bd. of West
Peliciana
PAH sh

Charles v.
Ascension
Parish Sch.

A
 m-"Danbridge v.
Jefferson
Parish Sch.

"Davis v. East
Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

^ _
George v. Davis

(East Peli-
ciana Parish)
* As of Aprf

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Geographic

1, IQfifi

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Plan

Correction
of Past
Racial
Assignments |

- 90 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES3 SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

Transportation

X



DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

FACULTY DESEGREGATIONLOUISIANA

Eastern
District TransportationGeneral

Provision
Elimination

of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Hall v. St.
Helena Parish
Sen. Bd.

Harris v. St.
John the Bap-
tist Parish

_Bd_

r
"faill v. Lafourch!

Parish Sch.
Bd.

requiring board4arch 23, 196(Suit fil
t» subai

965. Order ofd December 13,
plan.

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 f i l
submit p

Order of March 23, 1966 reqtd June 1, 1965
an.

Lring board to

Smith v. St.
Tammany Parish
Sch. Bd. X X X X

Thomas & West
Baton Rouge
Parish Sch. Bd
* As of Aprn

- 91 -
As of Aprilr 1Q66



LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Williams v.
Iberville
Parish Sen.
Ba.

U.S. v. St.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd.

U.S. v.
Plaquemines
Parish Sch.Bd.

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

X

X

- 92 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES , SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

G e n e r a l
Provision

X

X

Transportat ion

X

X



LOUISIANA

District

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.

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. Evan-
geline Parish
Sch. Bd.
—*—As of Apr

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
feetings &
Inservice
Training

Suit fil

i l l , 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

d Apr i l 4 , 1966

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

No court-appr

- 93 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

G e n e r a l
Provision

•ed desegrega

Transportation

:ion plan.



LOUISIANA
Western
District

Henderson v.
Iberia Parish
Sch. Bd.

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.
Lafayette
Parish Sch. Bd.

* Thomas v. St.
Martin Parish
Sch. Bd.

* As of Aprj

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

ill., 19G6

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 94 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

G e n e r a l
Provision

Transportation



LOUISIANA

Western
Section

Valley v.
Rapids Parish
Sen. Bd.

*Williams v.
Kimbrough
(Madison Paris

U.S. v. Bienvill
Parish Sch. Be

U.S. v. DeSoto
Parish Sch.
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

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

h)

•

Suit f

1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

iled January 11

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

1967. No cour

- 95 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AMD

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

:-approved des

Transportation

X

egregation plan.

•



DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AMD

ACTIVITIES

PACITLTY DESEGREGATION

MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District TransportationGeneral

Provision
Elimination

of Race
in New Hiring
& Assignment

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

*Ayers v. Wes-
tern Line Cons.|
School Distrid

gation plan.Suit filed January 11, 1<66. No court-a >proved desegr

Baird v. Bentoi
County Board
of Education

Bell v. West
Point Mun. Sep.
Sch.Dis. (Clay Cb)

965. No court-approved desegregation plan,
r HEW Plan.

led August 13,
t operating und

Suit fa
Distri

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

* Henry v. Clarks
dale Mun. Sep.
School Dist. Geograph c Plan

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

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

* As of Apri! , 1966



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

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

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. Iuka
Spec. Mun. Sep.
School District

U.S. v. Leflore
County School
District

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

FACUJJTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Suit fi

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

X

X

X

X

Led October 3,

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

966. No court-<

- 97 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AMD

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

X

X

rdered desegr

Transportation

X

X

X

X

X

X

:gation plan.



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

U.S. v. Sun-
flower County
School District

U.S. v. Humphre
County School
District 1

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

•

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

- 98 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AMD

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

Transportation

X

X



MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

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. Leake
Co. Sch. Bd.

* As of April,

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

X

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

X

X

- 99 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICESt AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

X

Transportation

X

X

X

X

X



MISSISSIPPI

District

*Killingsworth v
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 Co. School
District

U.S. v. Hinds
County School
Board

1/ Quitman Cou

* As of April,

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

X

Suit f

lty School

1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

1/
X

X

X

led January 11,

Lstrict only.

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

X

1967. No court

- 100 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

approved dese

Transportation

1/
X

X

X

jregation plan.



MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

U.S. v. Kemper
County School
Board

U.S. v. Natchez
Spec. Munic.
School. Dist.

U.S. v. Neshoba
Co. School
District

U.S. v. North
Pike Consoli-
dated Sch. Dis.

] U.S. v. North
Tippah Cons.

| School Dis.

I U.S. v. Noxubee
; Co. School
! District

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

1/ If any exis

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

Suit fi

X

Suit fi

s.

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

led. No

X

X

X

Led August 18,

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

1/
X

court-approved <

966. No court-*

- 101 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

esegregation

X

X

X

pproved deseg

Transportation

X

X

Ian.

X

X

X

•egation plan.



MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

U.S. v. South
Pike Co. Cons.
School District]

U.S. v. Wilkins
Co. School Dis.

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

•

FACUI^Y DESEGREGATION

Faculty-
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

on

Suit filed

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

August 18, 1966

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

X

No court-appr

- 102 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AMD

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

oved desegreg;

Transportation

X

X

tion plan.



DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

FACUKTY DESEGREGATIONTEXAS

Northern Distric
TransportationGeneral

Provision
Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

-
>2 without a desegregation pit n.ras closed in 19Avery v. Wichita

Falls Ind. Sch.
Diat.

This case

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

phic Plan.Georgr

Flax v. Potts
(Ft. Worth Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

from refusing admission
to be qualified in all

* Jac::son v.
~Rawson( Mans-
field ind. Sch.
Diet.)

forevfer restrained
pla Lntiffs shown

defendants "...
d High School t
r admission."1

re hereby
any of the

Order that
to Mansfie
respects f

* Rainwater v.
Smith (Carrolltor
Ind. Sch. Dist.)

.phic Plan.Georgr

29, 1956. p1/ Decree August

* As of April, 1966

- 103 -



DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

FACUUTY DESEGREGATION

TEXAS
Southern
District T ransp ortat ionGeneral

Provision
Correction
of Past
Radial

Assignments

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

Eaatland v.
Northeast Houstc
Ind. Sell. Dist.

Evans v. Brooks
(Ttexas City Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

Gibbs v. Bd. of
Trustees of Port
Isabel Ind. Sch.

injunction1 requ
natory basis.

ring schools to non-raciallyGeneral
discrim

operate on a

TVI
* Hernandez v.
Driscoll Consol:
ited Ind. Sch.
-at-

This ca e involved Mexi an students. was closed in 1957.

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

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

* Sampson v. Aldenje
Ind. Sch. Dist. ic Plan.Geograp

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

Washington v. A.
& M. Ind. Consol
dated Sch. Dist.

1, 1966* of Apr



TEXAS

Eastern District

Adams v. Mathews
(Longview Ind.
Sch. Diet.).

* Brown v. Hendrix
(Beaumont Ind.
Sen. Diet.)

* Price v. Denison
(Ind. Sch. Dist.]

* Richard v. Christ
(Hamshire-Fanne11
Ind. Sch. Dist.

* As of Apri

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

X

L 1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

X

X

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments j

- 105 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

X

X

Transportat ion

X

X



Texas
Western
District

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

McGrue v.Williams
(Waco Ind. Sch.
Dist.) JL/

Miller v. Barnes
(Georgetown Ind.!
Scb. Dist.)

JL/ Deaegregat

* As of April

FACULTY DESEGREGATION

Faculty
Meetings &
Inservice
Training

General ii
bas is .

Ion plan net

1966

Elimination
of Race

in New Hiring
& Assignment

junc t ion requir

arailable.

Correction
of Past
Racial

Assignments

ng schools to o

- 106 -

DESEGREGATION OF PROGRAMS,
FACILITIES, SERVICES, AIID

ACTIVITIES

General
Provision

perate on a nc

Transportation

-racially discriminatory



Explanation of Category Headings

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.

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 Facilities;

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.

- 107 -



ALABAMA

Northern Dis-
trict

Armstrong v.
Bd. of Ed. of
Birmingham

Bennett v. Madi-
son 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 Cof)

1/ As to certain

CQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

X

named tran

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum., or
Facilities

X

sfers only. Court o

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

~der 9/19/66.

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

1/
X

- 108 -



ALABAMA

Northern Dis-
trict

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

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

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

"losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

- 109 -



ALABAMA

Middle District

Carr v. Mont-
gomery Co.
School Board

Harris v. Bul-
lock Co. Bd.
of Ed.

Harris, et al.
v. Crenshaw Cc
Bd. of Ed
Lee v. Macon
Co. Bd. of Ed.

U.S. v. Lowndei
Co. Bd. of Ed.

1/ One specif

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

X

X

X

X

X

.ed report

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum^ or
Facilities

X

on transportation on

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

X

X

X

X

Ly.

- 110 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

X

X

xl/

X



ALABAMA 1

1
•%

DUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

fclosing of
Southern District Inferior

1 Schools

'"Brown v. Hd". 1
of Ed. of Citi
of Demopolis 1

* Davis v. Bd. 1
of ComoiissionJrs I960 G
of Mobile Co. 1 distri

U.S. v. ChoctA-'
Co. Bd. of EdJ
et al. 1

U.S. v. Hale
Co. Bd. of Ed.
et al.

U.S. v. Perry
Co. Bd. of Ed.

U.S. v. Wilcox
Co. Bd. of Ed.
et al.

* As of Apr

X

X

1, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum^ or
Facilities

No court apprc
Suit filed Aug

iographic Plan with
:t or the nearest sc

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

ved desegregation p
ust 13, 1965.

?irst Graders havin;
hool formerly attem

- Ill -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

an.

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



FLORIDA

Northern District

*Augustus v. Bd
of Pub. Inst.
Escambia Omnt-

Steele vT Bd.of Pub. Inst.
Leon County

*Wright v. 3d.
of Pub. Inst.
Alachua County

Youngblood v.
Bd. of Pub. Ins
Bay County

1/ As to 115 n

* As of Ap

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

r ' • j

imed stude.n

•il, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum or
Facilities

ts only. Court orde

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

- 9/15/66.

- 112 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

.A.



DUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO

coum

FLORIDA
Middle
District

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Jlosing of
Inferior
Schools

Remedial
Educational
Programs

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

* Bradley v. Belol
Pub. Inst.
Pinellas County Geographic PL

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

Geographic PI,

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

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

*Lawson v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Suwanne County

This su
desegre

t was filed January
jation plan.

25, 1965. It does lot have a Court approved

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

May8 v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.
Sarasota County

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

- 113 -



FLORIDA

Middle District

*Scott v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst. of
St. John's Count]

Tillaan v. Bd. of
Pub. Inst.
Volusia County

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

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

* As of Ap]

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

„

This suit
approved <

LI, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

was filed April 6,
esegregation plan.

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

962. It does not li

- 114 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

ve a court



FLORIDA

iUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

Southern District

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

J l o s i n g of
Inferior
Schools

Remedial
Educational
Programs

*Gibaon v. Bd. of]
Pub. lust.
Bade County

*Hall •. Bd. of
Pub. lost.
Brovard County

'Holland v. Bd.
Pub. Inat.
Pala Beach Co.

Geographic Ian

r. Bd. of
Pub. Inat.
Monroe County

* Sharp ton v. Bd.
of Pub. Inst.

- 115 -* As of April, 1966



GEORGIA

SQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

Northern District
J l o s i n g of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Remedial
Educational

Programs

*Calhotm • •
Latiner
(Atlanta)

t - 116 -* As of April , 1966



IQUAJJ1ZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
1™™**- Losing of

*Bijina T. Bd. oJ
Pub. Bd. 1
Orphanage for 1
Bibb Co. 1

"Gainea ». I
Dougherty Co. 1
Bd. of Bd. 1

^Harrington T. 1
Colquitt Co. Bd.l

Co««ia»iontrs •
*Lockett ». Bd. 1
of Bd. of 1
Muac»gee Co. 1
Sch. Oiat. 1
^Thomie T. 1
Houaton Co. Bd. 1
of Bd. 1

* As of Aijril, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

- 117 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT



IEQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
GEORGIA I. ,

Closing of
• Inferior
I Schools

Southern District |
*Acree v. Rich- 1

mond County I
Bd. of Ed. 1

*Gibson v. Glynn
County Board
of Education

Stell v.Savannah
Chatham Co.
Bd. of Ed.

Turner v. Goolsby
(Taliaferro
County)

* As of Ap

No court

Suit fi]

11, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Fac^iliMfrJre8

-approved desegrega

ed September 10, 19(

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

ion plan.

5. No court-approv

- 118 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

d desegregation plan.

•



LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

Banks v. St.
James Parish
Sch. Bd.

Boyd v. Pointe
Coupee Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Bush v. Orleans
Parish Sch.
Bd.

* Carter v. Sch.
Bd. of West
Feliciana
Parish

Charles V.
Ascension
Parish Sch. Bd

*Danbridge v. Jef-
ferson Parish
Sch. Bd.

* Davis v. East
Baton Rouge
Sch. Bd.

Dunn v. Livings-
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

* As of April

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

1
Geographic

1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Plan

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

- 119 -

PROVISION

1? Ux\
REPORTING

TO
COURT



LOUISIANA

Eastern
District

"George v. Davis
(East Felici-
ana Parish)

Hall v. St.
Helena Parish
Sch. Bd.

Harris v. St.
John the Bap-
tist Parish
Sch. Bd.

'Hill v.
Lafourche
Parish Sch.Bd.

Jenkins v. City
of Bogalusa
Sch. Bd.

*Moore v. Tangi-
pahoa Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Moses v. Washing
ton Parish
Sch. Bd.

1/ Board to subm
zones is abol

2/ Bus routing I
before the c

* As of Apt

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit flit
ooard to

t to court
shed. Com

schedulin,
mmencement

LI, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

d December 13, 1965
submit plan.

single system of ge
ination geographic

3 plans are to be fu
of the 1966-67 scho

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

Order of March 23

graphic school dist
nd transfer plan.

nished to the Court
1 y e a r- - 120 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

X 1/

X 2/

, 1966 requiring

•x V

X 1/

X 1/

'icts as dual system of

as soon as practicable



LOUISIANA IEQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Eastern Closing of
Distr ict 1 inferior

1 Schools

bonne Parish |
Sch. Bd. 1

Smith v. St. 1
Tammany Parish!
Sch. Bd. 1

Suit filec
submit pic

X

*Thomas & V'tjst 1
Baton Rouge 1
Parish Sch.Bd.l

Williams v.
Ibervil le
Parish Sch. Bd.

U.S. v. St.
Bernard Parish
Sch. Bd.

U.S. v.
Plaquemines
Parish Sch.Bd.

* As of Ap] i l , 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

June 1/ 1965. Ord
n.

X

X

X

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educat iona l

Programs

r of March 23, 1966

X

X

X

- 121 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO

COURT

requiring board to

X

X

X



LOUISIANA

Western
District

•Andrews v. City
of Monroe

Banks v.
Claiborne
Parish Sen. Bd.

*Battise v.
Acadia Parish
Sch. Bd.

Boudreaux v.
St. Mary Parish
Sch. Bd.

*Celestain v.
Vermillion
Parish Sch. Bd.

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

* Gilbert v.
Webster Parish
Sch. Bd.

Jordan v. Jeff
Davis Parish
Sch. Bd.

Graham v. Fvan-
geline Parish
Sch. Bd.

* As /

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit fill

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

d April 4, 1966. N(

55

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

court-approved des

- 122 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

gregation plan.



LOUISIANA
Western
District

*Henderson v.
Iberia Parish
Sch. Bd.

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.
Lafayette
Parish Sch. Bd.

*Thomas v. Gt:.
Martin Parish
Sch. Bd.

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

*—Aa o£ April, 1900

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

- 123 -

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT



LOUISIANA 1

Western 1
Section 1

Valley v.
Rapides Parish
Sch. Bd.

Williams v.
Kimbrough
(Madison Parislj

1
U.S. v. Bienvill<

Parish Sch.
Bd.

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

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.

* As

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

>

Suit fi

|of April,

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

.ed January 11, 1967

966

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

No court-appro vec
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desegregation plan.



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

Ayers v. Western
Line Cons. Sch.
District

Baird v. Denton
County Board of
Education

Bell v. West
Point Mun. Sep.
Sch. Dt. (Clay Co

Cowan v. Bolivar
County Board of
Education

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

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

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

i
i

* As

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit fil

Suit- fil
) District

f April, 19

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

ed January 11, 1966.

X

ed August 13, 1965.
operating under HH»

X

Geographic Plan

X

36

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

No court-approved <

No court-approved <
Plan.

X
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esegregation plan.

esegregation plan.

X

X



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

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

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

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

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

U.S1. v. Iuka
Spec. Mun. Sep.
Sch1. Dist-

U.S. v. Leflore
Co. School Dist.

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

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit fil

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

X

X

X

ed October 3, 1966.

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

X

j

No court-ordered dc

_ "I ofi _

PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO

COURT

X

x

segregation plan.



MISSISSIPPI
Northern
District

U. S. v. Sun-
flower Co. Sch.
District

U.S. v. Humphrey
County School
District

i

i

j
i
i

i
1

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

s

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum^ or
Facilities

X

X

•

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs
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REPORTING
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MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

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.
Issaquena Co.
Bd. of Ed.

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

Hudson v. Leake
Co. Sch. Bd.

* As of Apri

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

L, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

X

X

X

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

X

X

- 128 -

PROVISION
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REPORTING
TO •
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X



MISSISSIPPI

Southern
District

* Killingsworth. v.
Enterprise Con-
solidated

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

Mason v. Biloxi
Munic. Sep. Sch.
District

Singleton v.
Jackson Munic.
Sep. Sch. Diet.

U.S. v. Amite
County School
District

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

U.S. v. Hinds
County School
Board

i

* As of Ap

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit filt

ril, 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities

X

X

d January 11, 1967.

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

X

No court-approved

•
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FOR
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X

esegregation plan.



I
.i

MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

U.S. v. Kemper
County School
Board

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

U.S. v. Neshoba
County School
District

U.S. v. North
Pike Consolidated
Sch. District

U.S.. v. North
Tip'pah Cons.
Sch. District
U.S. v. Noxubee
County School
District

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

i
i

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

X

Suit fi

Suit fi

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum, or
Facilities
i

X

led. No court-

•

X

X

led August 18, 1966

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

approved desegregati

X

No court-approved
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on plan.

X

desegregation plan.



i

MISSISSIPPI
Southern
District

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

U.SJ. v. Wilkin-
son Co. School
District

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

i

;

i
i

!

i
i

• i

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

Suit filec

Equalization of
Expenditures
Curriculum^ or
Facilities

X

X

August 18, L966. I

i

i

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

X

X

lo court-approved de'
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PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

EQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
TEXAS

Northern District! Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

J l o s i n g of
Inferior
Schools

rAvery v. Wichita
Falls Ind. Sch.
Dist.

was closed in 1962 rLthout a desegregat Lon planThis case

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

*Flax v. Potts
(Ft. Worth Ind.
Sch. Dist.)

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

defendants "...are
Id High School, to a:
or admission.nl

hereby forever rest
y of the plaintiffs

•ained from refusing admission
3hown to be qualified in a l l

Order tha
to Mansfi(
respects

Rainwater v.
Smith (Carrolltpn
Ind. Sch. Dist.)

phic Plan.Georgr*

1/ Decree August 29, 1956,p.2.

- 132 -
f April, 1As c 66



CQUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

TEXAS
S o u t h e r n
District

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

Closing of
Inferior
Schools

*EastLand v.
Northeast Houstc
Ind. Sch. Dist.

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

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

ing schools to oper ite on a non-raciallyGeneral injunction requi
discriminatory basis.

*Hernandez v.
Driscoll Consoli
dated Ind. Sch.

i

This case involved Mexic n students. It was] closed in 1957.

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

* Ross v. Peterson
(Houston Ind. |
Sch. Dist.)

* Sampson v. Aldenc
Ind. Sch. Dist. Geographic Plan.

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

* Washington v. A.
& M. Ind. Consoli
dated Sch. Dist.

- 133 -



TEXAS QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES PROVISION
FOR

REPORTING
TO
COURT

Eastern District losing of
Inferior
Schools

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

Remedial
Educational
Programs

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 April, 1966



Texas
Western
District

* Carter v. Hix
(Gatesville Ind.
Sen.* Dist.)

* McGrue v.Williams
(Waco Ind. Sch.
Dist.) y

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

JL/ Deaegregati

* As of April

QUALIZING EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

losing of
Inferior
Schools

General i
basis.

n plan not

J 1966

Equalization of
Expenditures

Curriculum, or
Facilities

ljunction requiring

available.

AND FACILITIES

Remedial
Educational
Programs

schools to operate

_ i on

PROVISION
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n a non-racially discriminat


