TED STATZS DIST?¢C” COTR
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

NEW ORLEANS DIVISION

RICHARD B. S9030L, G~ Y DUNC. AN,
I3ALC RETOLDS, for themselves nd

all othex pexsons sim*-..lj 31uuuued,

Plaintiffs
v.
LEANDER E. PEREZ; SR., Chairman of
the Placcuemines Parish Counéil;'

IRANDZR H. PEREZ, JR., District Attomey

jw}
ck
.
Q

<t

for the Twenty-Fifih Judicial
of Louvdsiara;  Hon. Zugene E. leon,
Judge of the Twenty-Fifth Judicial District

Ceurt of Louisisna,

COMPLATNT

I . (Jurisdiction)
: 7 ;

1. This cours nag suksicddelfionizussuant o 28 T.S.C. Sections
1352, 1543.(3)04% 08l) . Thas salionis brought pursuant fo RIV. STAT.
Section 1979 {1875), 42 U.S.C., Section 1983 (1564), to redress deprivaticns
of righss, privileses 2nd impunities secured by the Comstituiicn and lavs
of the Tnited States, specificaily: xighis secured by U.S. CONSEL ., A,

. Section 1 (Pull Faith end Credit Clause) Art. VI, CL. 2 (Supramacy

(—J
13 "

Clicsise ), Hhe P"lflle”c“ and Immunities, Due Process and

38N
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Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment, and REV. STA

Section 1977 (1875), 42 U.S.C. Sections. 2201-2202 (1964), that ;.S.A.-R.s.
37:213 is unconstitutional as applied o plaintif fdéooo Iﬁjunctive
relief is sought restraining the institution'of prosecution agaiﬁst
Plaintiff Sobol under this Louisi;na §tatute. A three-judge court is

requlred by 28 U.S.C. Seculons 2281, 2284 (1964).
(PARTIES)

2. Piaintiff Sobol is a citizen of the United States and a

domiciliary of the District of Columbia. EHe is an attorney at law

admitted to practice in the District of Columbia, the State of New

York, as well as hefore the United States Sup*eme Cou*u, the United
States Court of Appeals Ffor the Fifth C*rculv, the Unlted States Cou*t
of Agpeals fiops Sbiel Di sitiic 4 of  Codiumbiie; rcuit, and the United States
Disirict Court for the Zastern District of Louiéiana. He is expert in
legal issues dealing wizh c1v1l rights and constituiionael law, having
handled numerous cases in these fields in both state and federal couris.
3. Plaintiff Sobol is presently employed by the Lawyers 6onstitu—
tional Defense Committee (hereinafter "’CDC") -a non~-prof fit. corporation
orgenized under the membership corporation laws of the State of Yew Yoxrk
for the purposes (as described in its chextex) "of providing withoui cos
and assisting in the obtzining of legal counsel to persons engaged
in activities aimed at achieving the egual protection of law and other
rights guaranteed by the Consiitution of ithe United Siates and who ar
unable to obiain such counsel without assistance.” The United Staties
Departument of the Treasury, by & letter of determination dated July 10,
1964 4 confixmed that LODT qualified for tax exempilon and tax deduct-
atility of contributions under Section 501(c)(3) of the Intemnal Revenue
Code. 3By Opinion #786 : cated December 24, 1964, the Stending Commitice
on Professional Bithics of the American Zer .Association found that
LCDC's Program "is clearly Mlunlﬂ the standards end practices of the
n:?' an Bar issociation."

=

4. LCDC mzintains three offices in association vitn local counsel
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n the Scuth of the Tnited States, one in eacn of the cities of Selxz
3

-

labame; Jackson, Mississippi; and KNew Orleans, louisiana. Zach office

r>

Toisieamn

ed by a full-tize atbomey assisted, frod time to time, by
volunteer'attorneys‘se;ving periods fronm ~,evens_'l weeks to several months
ther of the offices. inoe 1964, LCDC has recruited ﬁore
wn 250 such volunieer attorneys. During this peried, no lawyers have
eered from the Southern Slates, excedt one from Virginia. LCDC's
staff attorneys are also of northerﬁ extraction, members of the bars of
their respective home states an‘ of the bars of cone or more federal courts
n the States wﬁére they are nﬁw locafed. The volunteer lewyers are
entirely uncompensated; LCDC in some Dbut nqt all cases pays their
out-of-pocked expenses during their periods of service. teff astorneys
are paid by LCDC. In each»State; 1CDC sveff and volun@eer attorneys

are associated in the nandling of cases n-un onte or more Negro attorneys,
mexvers 07 the bars of the respectiive States, who pariicipate in the
representation of clients to the extent tﬂc;r time end the great volume
of work allows,

5. The ICDC staff atiforneys and volunieer lawyers, ac;ing ELok
assoclaiion with local counsel, provide uncompensated legal advice and
representation to persons who cannod othefwise obtain adequate and
aéuory copsmisel S éatters involving federal constitutional or civil
hts in the States where the ILCDC offiées are

located. Threse atforneys and LCIC never receive a fee or compensatiion

ol any so f”om EischEieniGh The staeff attorneys are experts in the field

of cEvaldl rig.ts and Iivertles deriving from the Constitution and laws of

Becrimisell and

b

the United Stetes and the procedures for their firdication
civil causes. 3By educational conferences and in-service training,
volunteer lawyers are a2lso glven considerable sﬁeciali gectipmodiicitericy: in
these fields.. ICDC atioraeys; in association with lecal counsel, prin
cipally represent Negro citizens and civil righis workers in case

arlsing out of the civil rights movement for Fegro equality. They have
participated in handling thousands of such cases, usually involving defense

of state criminal proscecutions.or affirmative actions in the federsl

courss seeglng_school desegregation, ecval exzployment opporiunities, and

s 5 :




redress of other federal consiitutioral and statutory violations. They

have geined the trust and confidence of Negro citizens and czv11 rights

workers in Alazbama, Mississippi end Iouisizna. Prior to the advent of

K3

k)

LCDC, these Negroes and civil rights workers were unzable to obtain

adsquate representaiion-— or, often, representation of any sort-- by the

3

few local attorneys in the three States willing to ect in these matters,

and particularly to act witzout ccmpensation. To date and at the present.
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time, Kegroes 2nd civil r ftven unable to obtain adequate
representation by local counsel in these States in matters of federal

civil rignts; and, because of widespread hostility of white communities

-in the States to these rigats, and the zlliance in 1nte*egt of local

lawyers. to the white comzunities, Negroes and civil rights workers have
no trust or confidenze in ;ocal lewyers in these matiers. Even where
local lawyers will agree to represent them, local lawyers freguently ‘

By

will rot raise, oxr capably and zealously present, federal constitutional -
contentions that are leocally uapopular

6. Since 1964, 10D has been associzted with the law office of
Collins, Dougles a“d Zlie in New Orleans, Louisiane, the members of said
firn being licensed to practice in the State of Louisiana. This
asscciation has been for the purpose of aiding Collins, Douglas eand Elie
in their efforts to provide representation to persons who cannot other-
wise obiain adequate and satisfactory counsel in matters inveolving
federal constitutional or civil rights, civil liberties end equal rights.

During ihe course of this association the ICDC has assigned to work with

Callins, Dougles and Blie, numerous unpeid volunteer lawyers for shor:

4

periods of time and a number of paid siaff lawyers for longer periods oi

‘time. Plaintiff Sobol has been assigned since July, 1966 to work in

association with Collins, Douglas and Elie in the matters described zbove.

On information and belief, plaintiffs allege that there 2re no lawyers in

the State of Louisian2 other than plaintiff Sobol and Collins, Douglas

end Elie who consistently handle ceses thai threaten or are designed to
3

p-utevt the efforts of Negro citizens to achieve equal rights and equal

opportunities secured by federal law.

-4




7' - Plodimssiiat Casyilnacealiils) o Niegesal eibizen of the United States and

a resident of Placquemines Farish, Louisiana. He is being represented by
Pobert F. Collins, Nils R. Douglas and plaintiff Sdbol in a criminal case

in Plaguemines Parishk which axises from the exercise, by members of his’

o

family, of federally guaranteed righis, and which case ralses importan

<
w

Constitutional issues all as more fully set out hereafter in peragraghs

1l'and 12. ' - il : ;

8. DPlaintiff Iszac Reymolds is a Negro citizen of the United Siates

and a resident of New Orleans Parish, Iouisisna. EHe is the Southern Regional

Director of the Congrass of Racial Egquality, an oxganization whose goals

are the achievement of equal civil zights, political and economic rights

and opportunities for Negro citizens of the United Siates and to encourage

Negro citizens in the exercise of their rights under the Constitution and

laws of the United States. In this work plaintiff Reynolds and others of -

his staff have woxked in Pleccuexzirnes Farish, Iouisiena as well as else~

5 ~ -

where in the State of Louisians and by their work, they have incurred the

R e o of e wie cammumties i vinkeh Shey Ve,
and of the state ard local officials in thoze communities. Cn numerous
occasions in the pasi, these workers for the Congress of Racial Zqualiiy
have been iepresen*ei by plain3iff Sohol 2ad his associates in varicus

o

litigaion in the Stale an

£
Hy
®
[
&
f
o

ouxis in Louisiena. Each litigation

involved substantizl claizms or contenticons under the laws an2 Consiitution

of the United States., Plainviff Reynolds end his siaff have itrust and

confidence-in Sobol and his associaies as 2 lawyer and coumsellor, paxrti-
cularly in matters invelving federal civil righits. They have no trusi ox
Pad

confidence in mexbers of the bar of louisizns who maintain offices an

practice in Placquémines Parish in such maiters, and they have notl

sufficient resources to retzirn paid counsel in all these rattiers.
9. Duncen and Reynolds sue on their cwn behalf and on behalf of z2ll

versons similarly situated, Negroes end civil righis workers, who are
representéd-and with to be represenied by Sobol as an attorney in the Sizte
and federai courts in the State of ILouisiana in maitters involving federal
claiﬁs'and contentions. This class is so mumerous that joinder Ot J sl Hikes

mexzbers herein is impracticable. There are quesiions of. law and questions

. b '. -D-
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s} the claimsiof Duncan and Reynolds axe

ms of the class; and these two named plaintiffs will

fairly and adequaetely protect the interests of the class. Iefendants

have acted on grounds generally applicable to the class, thereby rexing

7

appropriate final injunciive relief with respect to the class as a whole.
Seperate actions by individusl wemdbers of the class would creave & risk

of inconsistent adjudications with respect To individual members of the

ncomyauaule Suarua“ds of conduct for the

.

1ass*which weuld estadblish
defendants. Quea'io.s of law and fact comzon to the members of the class
predominate ovexr any gquestions affecting on;y individual: membe*s, ‘and a
class action is supe:ior.to other available methods for the fair and

efficient adjudication of the con *oversy gt

10. Defendent Leander H. Perez, Sr. is Cheirman of the . Plajuexines
b |

Parish Coutncil, and as such is chief execuiive officer of the Parish. He

has general supervision

tJd

over law enforcement in Plaquemines Parisnh.

efendent Leander E. Perez,

Jr. is the District Attorney of the Twenty-

SREVGER dstcstoiiplsiEeie

‘o institute prosecutions

=

Z. .Leon

Couxt. In this capacity

Louisiana

v

1 B b0 Voot et Ll

United Sta

tes Suprexne Court is

re would preside cover the

is Judge of the Twenty-Fifth Judicial Disiric

of ILouisiana and in this capacity has authority

ageinst persons arrested in: Placuemines Parisha
te ) oL

o

™ o+
w

he is the trial judgsgin the matter entitled

which a petition for a writ of certiorari to the

scheduled to be *sled on EEJ 21 1967, and,

igeEtafl SOl aimy es that may be instituted

\

\
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Schol in Plaguemines Farish. Both defendents are sued
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"11. On Cciober 28, 1900, laintiff Duncan

11T, (TACTS) i

was arrested and cﬁarged'

-

in u“e Juvenile Division of the Tweniy-Fifih Judicial District Co

incident grew out of
Parisn sckroels in

Qi 2ciGitantom!

¥y to a juvenile, in violation of

o S A it e SO e

the court-ordered desegresation of the -Plag quenines

the fall of 1966.° Duncan was arrested in comnection with

exX urlca Tk ng

his two young cousins, who had transferred t

i

1




the forxmerly all-white school, from & siituation in which they wexre being

harrassed outside the scheool by a group of white boys. In early Xovezber,

2

E o

1906 Duncan came to the office of plaintiff Sobol and of Collins, Douglas
and Elie and requested representation in commection with this charge.

This repzesentation was jointly undertaken. 2Plaintiff Duncan sought

representation by Sobol, and by Cocllins, Douglas and Elie because ke

believed that no lawyer in - Plaguemines Perish would vigorously assext

all possible defen 1ses oRidy il sSues dnlSemsiseesisien  panticulianiyy dn. 14 sl of

oL

its involvemsnt with 00"“u ordered school desegregetion. (On Noveuber
2L 1966, Robert P. Collins and zlaintifif Sokol appeared together before

the Javc.i gl o i the Tyenty-Fifsh Judicisl Tigsrict Courd in

~

1

Pointe-a-la-Hache to represent Iuncen, IMr. Collins iniroduced Mr. Sobtol

to the court and stated ithat he wes associzted with him and Mr. Douglas

in the defense of the matier. Collins filed et that time 2 Motion to

Quechssae Eommatsion and an A plicetion for o Bill of Pazsciculaws, both

signed and verified by Collins. The Modion to Quash argued that Duncan
]

could no% properly be charged in juvenile court on the facts as al leged.,

Trhe moiicons wers assigned for .régment‘on Janvary 4, 1967. The next dey,
November 22, 1966, Duncan was ha:geé wvith simple batiery on the identical
‘ ReE tee second time was a:resteﬁ and placed on bord. Cn
December T, 1966, Duncan vleaded not guilty to ithe simple battery charge.

Cn Januery 4, 1967, ithe crueldy to a2 juvenile chargs was voluntaril
Ty ?

nolle prossed by the State in response to defendent's Motion to Quasih.

The %rial ‘of tRelteismerymlcacci@cisein Bon gamuermy 25, V1G6T,  Mr,-Cgliinsg

-

had another commitment on that date thet prevent his atiending vhe trial

2nd the case was tried by plaintiff Sobol, wiihout cbjection by the

a5 o3

Gourt or the Districtd ATtommey. Sriex S0 orizl, ipleidtiff Sobol filed 2

\ ¢ 3 .
"Demend for Trial by Jury,"” which was signed and verified by Robext Z.

Collins, The demand argued thad txizl by jury on a charge of the magni-

o

ery was guar:n:eea oy the Fourtveenth Al:*.e*lct..e.w Sasac Uniieed.

<t
£
fi
(6]
O
I,
o’
I
<l
<k

States Constitution. The Demand wes denied and 2 Bill of Exception wes

forzally reserved. Defendant was convicted. Ze was sentenced on

& e

Tebruary l, 1967 %o a sixty-day terz ond a $150 fine. The trial

- 1
Judge granted bo 1d pernding o petition for review in the Supreme Court of

)

Iouisiana on tue Fe oty o) fibher Bl

-7 :
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12. Cn Febzvary 6, 1967, a petition for a writ of certiorari was

filed in the Louisizna Supreme Court bj Collins, Iougles and Sobol in

benaIL of Duncan. n February 21, 1967, these attorneys received in ithe

mail an order from the Supreze Court of Iouisieona denying defendant's

petition for a writ of certiozari. This order had the e;Pch of cancel-

lirg Duncan's bond. Thereupon, in the absence from the office of

Collins and Douglas, plaintiff Sobol telephoned defendant Leon, the trial’

Judge in the case, and asked for an immedizte appointment. A&n appointment

for 12:00 noon the same day was granted. Plaintiff Sobol met with

Leon

defendant/shortly ai%er noo

n znd presented to him a Notice of Intention

_to Pevition the Unived States Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari and

a motion for bond. The guestion proposed to be presented to the Supreme

Court is whether the Fourieenth Amendment protects the right to trial by

Jury in state courts. Bond

pending disposition of the case in the United

tates Supreme Court was grenited by Judge Leon. As plaintiff Sotel wes

leaving the courthouse, he

that the charge wes "prec

was pleced under arresi. The warrent specified

ticing law withous a2 license.” On information

and belief, plaintiff Sobol alleges thet no information has yet been filed

*
9]

ageinst kim, but he rezson

2

filed unless enjoine

)

by thi

o

12bly anticipates tat such informetion will be

s Court. TUpon information and belief ihe

warrant was signed by de-enc nt Leon and was actually made out while

Sobol was in defendant Leon

ment. Sobol's bond was sct
Leon, and Sobol was incarce

cately three hours before n

's office pursuant to the aPo*ement;onea appoint-
at fifteen hundred (31500) dollars by defendent
rated in Placcuemines Parish Jail for approxi-

e was able to make bond and be released.

Lok




3. On Occebets g, 1@8e, dlainfis® Sebol, on behalf
of thirfecs Negre mechidenics af Claiberms . Parish, Louisizna,
ingtituted a proceeding in this Court againss defendant
Perez and others to enjoin prosecutions pending against
g
v

those persons under the mandatory atvtendance law of Louisiana.

Blackman v. Louisizna, {Civil Action No. 66-587).: The com-

plaint in that action alleges that the Claiborne Parish

-prosecutions amount to discriminatory enforcement of law

by the state in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of

Jile United States Constitufien. in thast the mandatory asten-

deiee law (L.S.A.-R.S5. 17:200, 22%.1) was not enforced

ZEshimelt Aouerious; large scale and eoantinmwing violations

that occurred in Plaguemines, Parish simultaneously with

the alleged minor violations in Claiborne Parish. t is

further alleged that defendant Perez had encouraged viola-

tions of law by white persons after school desegregation

)

in Plaguemines Parish was ordered by this Court, and publicly

“announced that viclators would not be prosecuted. A pre-

liminary injunction against the Claiborne Parish prosecution

=<

‘was issued by this Court (Christenberry, J.) cn Noveamber 2,

.1966. The action is still pending. Upon information and

belief this action resulted in anger and hostility towards

ElickbaieasBE SEloicil soniiincsinaxd ol idefendan, Bereliz
IV (@i CAUsR OF  ACTTON)

14, ke sevress of plaindiff ‘Sobol described in- para-—

ndph 12 of '3fis copplaint g and tke institution of any

o'
(o]

proceedings againsv him based on charges of practicing law

without a license would bte, based exclusively on conduct

that the Staie of Louisiana cannot constituticnally pro-
Hidbdlt , ecisimeetoa ciasniaaista, - Hox Ghe followiﬁg reasons:

a. plaintiff Sobol's activities fall clearly
within . the exemption for out of state attorneys practicing

in association with attorneys admitted to the state bar,

S
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it
set forth in I.S.A.-R.S. 18:214. 'Prosecution of plaintiff

Sobol in light of the clear language of this provision would

conSuluute aeﬁlal of egual nrotec tion of laws and discrimi-

1¢V

natory'enxorcemenu of laws, in viclaGiem of the Feslirtcenth

- Amendmentv to the unlued States Constltutlon.

‘b. plalhtlff Sovol was nandllng legal matte

B om expert im e gaestions involved and only i assoc1a¢

tion with local éounsel{ The state is barred from pronribiting
these act1v1uwes by the due process clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment. .
c. plaintiff Soﬁo 's “1ghus, rivileges and

immunities secured by U. B EeNeD. . At IV, Section 1, Art,
Wil Sl 2 eratel Amend. XiV,_Section 1, including but not
limited to hié rights of free speeéh énd expression, his
federal privileges and immunities to-pfactiée his profession

s Sihie Shesicieal colrs and to be heard in a professional

5

CEp ac*ty G decERai issiess  and Bis right o exercise his

>

profession without capricious agd‘arbitrary interference
by the State of Louisianaz, and

i the righté, privil ges and lmmulltles secure
to plainiiffs Reynolds and Duncan and unelr eliziss oy UGS,

to counsel

CONSR. i Arel SRS el S gadsri cin' e choiqe associated with
counsel admitted in the state in criminal proceedings against
them; their federzl privilege and immunity of adequate
Neoresentation by experienced and competent:cbunsel whomi
BREY clicesa and whek Slene they Trust to represent whsem
in matters of federal law; their'riéhts mﬁer{ the Supremacy
Clause to adeguate presentation of their feceral contentions,
with needed legzal a551stance, in the courts-of the State
.of Loulsiana; and their r;ghts of free speech and expression,
including both the right effedtively to defend in the couris

criminal prosecutions againsi them whose purpose and

e




‘gescrived -in paragrapn 12 of -this complaint is calculated

conseguence is to deny them ?reedom of speech and exp ession,

and the right affiiuauivelj and effectively.to employ liti—

gation as a means of political’expression.. -

g Rl e U SiopeiflisBieie e sic  end | potteaizaall prosecution

to, and has the effect of, prohibiting and restraining him

from, and of punishing him for, conduct protected by the

federal constitusiornal guaréntees enumerated in:paragraph'
14(c) and (d) of this complaint.

- THEE T ig caleulated %o, end has the.effect.of, de~ .
priQing plaintiffs Duncan and Reynoias and tneir class of

laldy) off whis comnlaint, and of harassing, repressing and
intimidating them in and from the exercise and e“doym nt
oi tnose righats, privileges and imm4niuies.

217:.. Por the reasons staited in paragraphs 14-16 of this

complaint, plaintiff Sobol's arrest is and any subseguent:

prosecution would be unconstitutional.
V. (SZCOND CAUSE OF ACTION)

WE T.S.A.-R.S. 871213 i wheamssl vuBilonal as applied

Ear o
L

o plaintifTf.Sobol's conduct, on which his arrest was tased,
Reeeisicizis S eigiols e d VT S AL R, S, 37 2213 infringes she
federal rights, privileges znd immunities enumerated above.

19. For the reasons siated in paragraph 18 of this

complaint, plakisEi s Seloelitisicaresitnis, and subsequent

‘presecution wolld elEeleRicimisstizlomitlie

VI, (THIRD CAGSS OF AGUIEEN)

by

20. DPlaintiff Sobol's arrest was affected by the

defendants with the purpose axnd design 1o harass and intimi-

date him and the other individual and class plainiifis

—_ s —

N

the iights, privileges aid immunitieés enumerated in paragraph

i




I

.the defendants with the desien end

in connection with, and to obstruét, punish and deter their
exercise of, their respective federal righté, priviléges
and immunities described in .paragraph 1l4(c) and (d) of this
complaint. 2

21. . For the reasons stated in paragraph 20 of - thils

Sotol's arrest and subsequent prose-

complaint, plaintiff
cﬁtion'would deny pleantiiis the rights, privileges and
immunities enumerated in paragféph 14{c) and (4} of this
complaint, and deny them the equal protection of ‘the laws-
éecured By ~the Fourbesnth Amendment,.anditherefOre ig and

would be unconstitutional.
See <2 /2 A
VIII. (PI9EE d&kes OF LCTION)
25. By long-estazblished custom and usage, the State
o ’

of Louisiazna, and »articularly Plaguemines Parish, denies
plaintiffs Duncan and Reynolds and the class plainiiffs
the egual protection of the laws guaranteed by the Four-

teenth Amendément by deprivin

o

them of opportunities for

legal representation, and for sccess to the courts, and

ct

for legal advocacy in support of their righvs, egual to

the opportunities which Louisiana and Plaguemines Parish
give persons not Negroes or civil rights workers; and the
State of Louisiana and Plaguenines Parish “further deny
plaintiffs Duncan and Reymold and the class plaintiffs
the same righiis €6 suc, & pérﬁies, Zave evidence and -to

the full and equal bvenefit of laws and proceedings for *the

security of person and property as are enjoyed by white

citizens, by depriving them of the same opportunities for

el semwescntation that are swailable ot the Louisizna

bar to whites. Pleintiff Sobol's arrest was effected. by

Eal

" =

effect of supporting and enforcing this unconstitutional
custorn and usage.
26. Tor the rezsoas stated in parsgraph 25 of this

complaint, the prosecution is unconstivutional.
B I , i




‘NII.- (FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION)

22, 'Plaintiff Sobol's arrest was effected by the

defendants with Ghe purpose,'design and effect of harassing

and intimidating him, and visiting reprisal upon him, for
his conduct of +the litigation in courts of the United States

‘described in paragraphs 13 of this complaint, and for his

conduct of other litigation in the courts of the United

States designed ©to protect and secure the federal rights,

r

privilegés and immunities of Negro citizens of Louisiana.
23, The arrest was affected by the defendents with

the further opurypose, design and effect of suppressihg the

unpopular views of the plainviifs on the subject of racial

egquality, and of denying them egual rights, privileges and

“immunities on account on those views znd of race or color,.

in viplEEE ol of the Zqual Prguccwien Clenge of the Four-

. teenth Amendment and REV. STAT. Secbion 1977 (1875), 42

U.S.C. Section 1581 (1962).
24. Por the reasons stated in paragraphs 22 and 23
of this complaint; the prosecution violates Article Wty
el. 2 af Wieutinemiltusion, and the Privilegéé.and.immunities,
Due Process and Egual Protection Ciauses of the Fourteenth

Amendment. .

12(a)




s - (STITH- CAUSE: 0F AGDTOH)

EYet @ the dey ol -his arresy,  pladmtiff Sobol had

visited defendant. Leon in chambers in Pointe a la Hache
in connection with review by the United States Supreme

Court of Louisiana v. Duncan. Specifically, plaintiff

Sobol went to defendant Leon's chambers to file a Notice
of Intention %o Petition the United States Supreme Court
for a Writ of Certiorari and a Motion for Bond pending

the disposition of fhe case in the United States Supreme

i

N

Gourt, The e@se in the Unived Stamtes Supreme Courv will

raise a significant question concerning the application

<

of the Sixth Amendment right %o trizl by jury in the siate

courts. It was necessary to secure bond in order to present

RS

this gquestion ©o the Supreme Courty because the sentence
imposed -on Duncen was less then the period within which

the case would ha’é Peen docided. by the Supreme Court.
Thus, the case‘would have become moot if a slay ol enforce-
ment of judgment had “otlbeen 6btained. Mofeover, neither

the Supreme Court o< Louisgiana necr whe Supreme Court of
the United Stétes would have considered an applicati
for a stay ofaenforcement or bond that had not first been
presented to defendent Leon (the irial court) for conside-
ration. As 2 menmber of the Bar of the Supr mé-Court of

the Qnited Staﬁes, plaintiff Sovel has the right to fake
all sieps necessary o present matters.to that Court. The

arrest of plaintiff Sobol znd the institution of any crimi-

‘nal prdecedimes Aigadnss hin in connecvion with his taking

of these steps abridges his privileges axnd izmunities as
an atioraey practicing before the United States Supreme
Court and viodolates the supremacy clause of the United States

GRS SRRt

Sl

&l




the Staze.

Koo (COLOR - OF- LAW: CONSPIRACY)

B N i ooed i e semplaint e
have been done by the defehdants were done under color of
law of the State of Louisiana and. under colof of the de- N
fendants' respective offices as'officers and agents of

24, - Upen TnSesEeal G ond belied, all of the acis
alleged in this complaint to have Eegn done by the defendants
Were done pursuany o a cénspirécy among the defendants
ard with other persoRs W Euowi to plaintiffs, waieh
conspiracy nas the purposes ahd.objectives described in

paragraphs 20,22,23, end 25 of this complaint. :
X - (mgurmy)

30. Plaintiff Sobol's arraignment on the charge de-—

scrited in varagraph 12 of this complaint is scheduled

for March 8, 1967 in the Twenty-Fifth Judicial Districs
Court. » :

200, Unlesé Resimeakiacid oy order of Hhdls Court, defexn—
GlEiirs P e el file‘én information agéinst ol

Sololl iakadiwal ISt ienSorcisEieiike Torcaiviselham o e proseeiiived

“pefare deflendant Leon.

b " 5 : 8 -~ : g
Bzl DisisisnResevislion s ot Spilichbameti Seino il wamBs hovesitrie

destructive haressing and intimigating effects upon federal

-pizhts: desexribed 1n -peiggraphs 14, 15, A6, 20, 22, 23 and-27
et .

of this complaint.

33. Those .effects will result from plaintiff Sobol's

prosecution and possivle convicwion, even in:the event that

his conviction is subsequenily reversed or overturned on

~

an appeal, because The pudlicity atitendant upen cenvietion

&

will cause the class plaintiffs as laymen: to believe that

Ao




Sobol can no longer represént them in matters df federal_
rights, and they will cezse to seek his representation,
Wit e eondeguance that their federal rights will be
unprotected.

4. The same effects will result from plaintiff.
?

"Sobol's trial, even in the event he is not convicted, since

Biie cireumestznes of woquiviel wpes,.a single charge will

not suffice to dispel the impression which publicity attend-

‘ing the trial will ereate in the minds of the class.plain-

tiffs as laymen, that: Sobol is not capable or able to

e <

represeat them in matters of federal rights.

 35. Bwezy day toatv The c¢heres @oscribed. in paragrazh
12 of this complaint reméins peﬁding aoaivet plaintifs
Sobol,.irreparable injpry is done the silglimbafte, in that:
e, Bl =T Sovel is detierred by fear of an
infeormation being filed against him and of possibie convic-
tion and sentence on this charge, or of the filing of
additional charges uﬁder.the same assertion of state aux’

-

thority, from vigorously pursuing his undertakings to
represent the other indivicdual and class plaintiffs in
matters of federal rignts;

B dtheliclliasiesnilaimtifaEs. are . diseouraged, frem

SedlE Cae et adion by pleintiiil Sobgel, by reason of

“the unresolved assertion by defendants that he is nct

B Do)

. able and capadle to represent them in matters of federal

rights, end also for fear that persons represented by

Sobol will theredy incur the znger and emnity of defendants

£ L

and other poweriul gtate and logal officials of the State
of Louilsianea which is prosecuting Scbvol; and
Gl iaiee Sada e an el el T s, othexr Thekh §oeol, .

and their class are deterred and discourzged from civil




I e —r———

Ay

righdsuaeireyinics - of e Sexrl Weseribed in: paragraph 4 of

this complaint, out of fear that they Eannot and will no%
be protected by Sobol;in_fhe event of the repﬁessive arrests
and prosecutions hlcRt mlﬁy years havé'ﬁéen the ordi-
' nary response of the defendants and the, State of Louisiana
-jaﬁd'its officers and agents to civil rights activity.

36, Fbr the reasonsAstated in“paragraphs 36—35 of
this complaint,'plaintiffs are ifreparably injured oy the
prosecution of plaintciff SObbl,;théir_federal rights Zre
. destroyed dey by day, they cénnoﬁ obtain vindication of‘

these rights in the state courts of Louisiana and they

have no adequate remedy at law. ' 5 -
XI1I. (EBaYsE)

3T VHERERORE:, - nlaiitiERsE neispeeignuilily: prar;
2. That a three Jjudge court be convened, pur-
swent o 28 INENEL. Seetiozs B2, 2384,

‘b. that this court issue its temporary restrain-

ing order restraining the defendants, their agents, employ-

-

ees, subalternates and persons in concert or cooperation
with them, from instituting criminel proceedings against

Lelppal 2R (S0 oah . (ahn) aiic ol iz b shalbhgl e o nailc o et na b D atea =N ol
? ) 0%
‘ | 1

proceedings against »laintiff Scvol for 'practicing law

y:

without a license;

¢. hbat -Siver cuporsuRity %e.the defendanvs

Yo be heard, this ccurt issue 2 preliminary injunction

gimilarly restrzining the defendants during the pendency

of the present action;-

d. that after hearing on the merits, this court
deelare L.S.A. -R.3.2f:223 unconstitutional as applied
to plaintiff Sobol, and permanently enjoin defendents,

their agents, employees, subalternates and persons in

e

e R




concert gr cooperatvion with them, from arresting, insti=
tuting proceedings againstv or prosecuting piaintiff Sobol
oﬁ 2 charge of »racticing léw without'a license, and order
plaintiff Sobol discharged from the obligation of his bond

to appear and answer the charge; and order that $1500 bvond

" . cancelled; and

e. that the court grant plaintiffs such other

and further relief as may be egquitable and proper.

Respectfully submitted,
Alvin J. Bronstein T. A.

603 North Farish Street
Jackson, Mississippi 38202

Anthony G. Amsterdam e
3400 Chestnut Street

Philadelpnia, Pennsylvania 19104

Collins, Douglas & Elie
2211 Dryacdes Sireet
New_Orleans, Louisiana 70113

By:

Richard B. Sobol
2209 Dryades Streed
New Orleans, Loulsiana 70113

T8 ael

Astorneys for Plaintifrs
Dafecds “DPebpuary 22, 1857 i

T
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VERIFICATION

RICHARD B. SOBOL, being duly sworn, deposes and séys

AE I 2 & plelcehrteeialiol st Eas o al
2. T amehattorney admitted to pragtice before
the Bar of this Court. .
3. The facts alleged herein are true based upon
| ny personél knowledge, except as to those

facts alleged upon information and belief,

and I bvelieve those facts are true and azccura

-—

We .

RICHARD B. SCBOL

Sworn to and Submitted
before me this 224 dey

of February, 1967

NOTARY PUBLIC
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