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RICHARD B. S0BOL, GARY DUNCAN,
ISAAC REYNOLDS, for themselwves
and all other persons similarly
situated,
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I. JURISDICTION

@Et.  ACTION

NO. 67-243

SECTION "E"

. This action is broughtisunstomEescos 2 J,S.C.

Section 1983 (196%) to redress deprivagions of rightis,

rivileges and immuni
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and Immunities, Due Process and Zcual Protection Clauses of

the Fourteenth Amendment, and 42 U.3.C.

‘.

declaratory Jjudgment is saught pursuan

2201-2202, thabt Lo e s Tiia1lven

b e Section 1 (9N
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Statl 5. This Geur® Was jurisdicl  jp pursuant to 28 U.5.C.
et ions ¥, 13RI, (N} . TR three~judge diuxrt’ is required

by 28 U.S5.C. Sections 2281, 2284 (1964).

GG S DARIRBINCS

2% Piaintiff{ Sobol is a citizen of the United States
and a dqmiciliary opEel Fhi siteiicigd o Clellumpiaal .. e lisHaan
attorney at law admitted to Elacitidciel LIn the District of
Cslumbia and the State of New York, as well as before the
Supreme Court of the United States, the Uﬁited éeates Court
of Appeals for the Fifta Circuit, the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Coiumbia Chiewiteh, - endaiitlue
B Bell States Bistrict Court for the Bastern.District of:
Leuisiana. - He is expert in legal issues dealing with ciwvil

rights and constitutional law, having handled numercus caszs

in thcisersfieilidist itms both states and Tederal counts.

Fio RISt e R Selsoll s ns eisieniEl sy einpleoyed by the
Lawyérs Constitutional Defense Committee (hereinafcqr “LCDC”),
a non-profit corporaticn orgagized gnder the membership
cargbration Laws of %ie, State -of New York Ffor the phrposes

(as die'siciritioield, « i Es charter) Yot DEeovildine withous coisic

and assisting in the obtaining of legal counsel to persons

-

es aimed at achieving the equal protectior

=

engaged in activit
Sift lesuamEs bl s s taean sleech Dy thler Comssitutilon of e
United States and who ars urable to obtain such counsel with-

out assistance.” The United States Department of the
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Trezasury, ty a letter of determination dated July 10, 1
confirmed that LCRC qualified for fax exemption and tax
- . ’ 2 . o . / ¥
decductalbal ty of eyl bus Lale wider ‘Section SO lelfgl 0l She
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1964, the Standing Committes on Professional Ethics of the
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full-time attecrney assisted, from time to time, by voluntecer
attorneys serving periods from several weeks toe several
ROTIIS - PR omteh (e« anloichen ot e e e oS SHmcle SIS D SRE

has sponsored more than

HS)
O

50 suchh volunteer attorneys. SOl oTel

this period, no lawyers have volunteered from the Southern

Shecito s oicclenit onc ERop Vimminheas NEme sl Sitatl altlEosheEEs

gl o Snglelier Sctiopsiden) are xlso of morthern extractioesn,

ﬁembers of the bars of tbeir respective home states and of

thieoREls G omiel or momer fedieral courts in the‘Staces whiexre

they ;re now;iocated. The volunteer lawyers are entirely

unéompensated; LERE in ‘somes, but not all; eases pays their

out-of-pocket expenses d;ring el s "perieds ol service.

Staff attorneys are paid by LCDC. In each State, E@BEH Siaaiie
g

and volunteer attorneys are associated in thie handling of

cases with cne or move Negro attorneys, members of the bars

~

oifi " thle imelspeetivie Soates,; Whio pastlicipate in the Fepnasentaciomn

of clients to the extent theiz zime and the grieat vipluiie of

work allows. _ ; o -

Sk Nle s el ESitiatE B ats s onemie e st Bamicl Sviollsbiniteleint St alvaae it

acting in association with local counsel, provide uncompensa
legal advice and representation to nersons who cannot
otherwise obtain adegquate and satisfactory counsel in matter

Imteolsvaitne. Sederal andl comsEiouitiowal s siishitsiin the S&ades

wnere the LCDC offices axe located. These attorneys and

1

1

LCDC never receive a fee or compensation of any sort Iro:
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conferences and in-service training, volunteer lawyers
are also given considerable specialized proficiency in
these fields. LCDC attornecys, in association with local

counsecl, principally rcpresent Negro citizens Ehale) ephy Tk

Sl

pie

rights workers in cases ar

63

QL5 Ol eI RIS L Bo s Achini evie

equal rights for Negroes. The

«

have participated in

handling thousands of such cascs, usually involving deflense

aifi siiatetcmiimlivaal SrcoelctRicns! (05 Al Pl nmaenesalcicniomnis: Ln Sl

federal courts secking school desegregation, equal employment
o

opportunities, and redress of other federal constitutional

anel SitEltitoy, vieolatilom s, Ml awve cainead thie catsiey e
o

comiffdlemicler ol Niegrol ciltilzenstand civil @ights  womikess, im

Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana. Prior to the advent

P

oIt N EEHEEE s Nejorocs rand  civill riglits wozkers. were Gaable

on -- or, often, representatio

[0

to obtain adeguate represcntatd
of any sort-- because o the great volume of work and the
sparsity of local éttbrnoys LR e o EREEE, SBaE e W IMEILe o = SEE0)
act in these matters, and particularly t6 act without
compénsation. Because of widesprcad hostility of wiiite
conmEnlelcH SIS EINc ISt EoISE S e s it B ST actiivities and
persons involved in them,and because of the ailiance in
interest»of local lTatniews  tos thshliitee communi tibis, Negrces
and civil rights werkers lhlave no &trust or coafidence in most
local lawyers in these masters. DIZven where local lawyers

will agree to represent tlhicse persons, local lawyers frequent

)
[

witl 1. neit rmaiisieh lonstcae et st amsAmepians iy nre sent ,  fedes

comstitutional coritensuenseciciaize locally unpesular.

6. Since 1684, LCDC has been associated with the
Law cffice of ColilmshuietialSEiacmBiltlie in- New - Opleans,

Bouilsiana. Dhe meimo is-itesasnacaiasa_—Rioert [, Collii=ms,

¥Years, this firs has represcnted pevsons associated with tie
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Congress of Racial R-llomapl s Slolchlere oS siobs

the Advancement of Colored People and otﬂer it Vbl Rt catehs)
groups in 1eéal matters arising out of their @i Torts’ vo
achieve'equal PR S ReNe T e S, L Tlenedane F iew iawyers ot
ERicESiEo iz e ol A onligiianes, - orciie o Shan Colllims s Bouslas and Blle,

who comsistently handle cases that threaten, or are designed

to protect, the efforts of Negro citizens to achieve equal

[}
W

rights and equal opportunities curqd by_federal law. ne
associat{on CERE@RIEH Tt il Cloplllbitaesy Douéias skl Blie Yas Becn
:fqr the purpose of zassisting them in their efforis to groviae
representatioﬁ to porsons who canmet otherwvise obtain adeguate
and satisfactoryvy counsel in matiers arising out of civitlt
rights activities and involving federal and constitutio;al
rights. Because of this association; CloflSnSatsh Smohsigilials sl
Elic has becn aBle to undertake many more representations

in this area thén otherwise would have been possible. In
the last th;ee NiclaisSr oD G S aisisiilanieldt ol werls, wishe Celllins),

Dotlgiials vana Bilbe - ntamenouws unpasd velunbeer Lawyexr's fon slioxré
P
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United States and a resident of Plaguemines Parish, Louilsiana.
‘Hiel s "Elelitals rlciohalolsiehtele @ ona i eis skse iR S GlollSiianis S ENHEIE S eR. Dogila s
amcl pilladin SRS Siepoill Sini o SERliiRe e e slic otE - Bl dlguiemin s

Parish which arises from the exercise, by members o
important constitutional issues, as more fully sci out

hercafter
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economic’ rights and opportunitics for Negro citizens of
the United States, and the encouragement of Negro citizens
in the exercise of their rights under the Constiturtion aud

laws of the United States. In chis work plaimtiff Reynolds
and others of his staff have worked in Plaquemiﬁes Resphsian

Louisiana, as well as elsew

B Cliehss S okl ST Samihie tale ibee el slaler hois i liity of ‘2 domimamt

paxt of tlle witite ‘commutiieiese anr wikiich, tihiey wozle, and = tlie
sitace and. Lleodal officials in these coaugunities:, wlio’ resiss
the achievement of racial equality and the advancement ol

equal c¢ivil, economic and political rights and opportunities

[T

for the Négro. On numerous occasions in the past, thes
workers for the Elomiedess) oF "REcHEiS Eaual iy ‘Eave Been

represented by plaintiff Sobol in association with Collins,
Dougias'and Tlie in wvarious litigation.in the State and :
Heldemalll celiasls | itnl Doulsiiama . Mo stelltcaisier dnivoltviclElissiapiici v

te-law; each litigation involved substantial

§v

issues of st
cllafiims o contentions under Sie lEhvsiaRENCH RS TEiTRoE 01

the United States. 2l aitntr B8 Repnollidissanetihnls ssalfl and
the local Negroes with whem they worlk have trust and
o a7

confidence in Sobol as a lawyver and counsellor in matters

[

Irwollvain s SiEalclichaaiNahtva N astoinisisi i MR laaiviel no  Urwsit. os
confidence in members of the bar of Louisiana who maintain

cfiffiice s and inmalciiceiniiiammenmases Parish 1n such mabters,
amd Sthiclys Tavie taloiel sl thichicmmselsiom zce s to retain pald cotnscl
in all these mattars.

9. Duncan and Reynolds sue o
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on hehalf of all persons similarly situated’ - Negroes and
clVABIE ol 2 lait S icnsiSem s Rss an el sepeisent ad anel AwHESRESEe e
HWopEe siamtccl Moy rSe oot SR it el Sihaticn e 2d - Tedichall deleinm

Sibaltic lrosd B oS arailiean 2 ot ee s imvelvating fEcdlais eIt alitinist okl -

EicEsel i thvel . Sitase  of Douwilstiiane ‘and
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contenliions. ' Tpis elass Ls s¢ ssserous that joiader B
; g ! i
ies  menbers hefein ls iSscapticablel There are ques8idas
of . law and questions of facc common to the class; the claius
= of Duncan and Reynolds are :typical of the claims of the
.class; and thesec two named plaintiffs will fairly and

erests of the class. Defendants

(9]

: adequately protect the in
have acted on grounds generally apﬁlicable t§ the class,
thereby makiﬁg appropriacte final injuﬁctive rclief with
" - resﬁe;t EeEaEintes it Sil AlsEsa ol e _Separaté actions by

individual members of the class would create a risk of £ :-
inconsistent adjudications with respect to individual &cmbers
of the cla§s whiich would establi;h incompatible standards

of conduct for the delendants. Questions of law and fact !
common to the members of tﬁe class predowminate over any
questions affecting ogly individual meinbers, and a class '

i - action is superior to other available methods for the fair and

eEgENchitcmicitatdiiticiiticale Lo "ol tlie ‘conitroven sy .

i 10.. Defeﬁdant Leandexs . Perez,; Sr. is Chaivman ol
the.Plaquemines Bl @ommicid 1), amel jals s sucly Ls'chief elécted
LG LG @ L © the Parisn. lHe has gencral supervision over lgw
enforcemnent invPladuemincs P;riéh. Defendant.Leander il
Qerez, Jf. is the District Attorney of the Twenty;Fifth
LRGSRt c i oo shia iRl SRR el s eraipalelicy lais
f authority to institute and maintain prosécutions against

persons arrested in Plaquemines Parish. Defendant Eugcne

E. Leon is Judge of the Twenty-Fifth Judicial District Court.
T lasiis i clayantchith aiic M NsE et Sas e it niiphict Imalt e - entdeled

Louisiana v. Duncan, more fully described hereafier in
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certiorari to the Suprame Couznt.of tile United States is

} schoduled to be Tiled on Mzy 21, 1967. Belandainill TLeeom el ¢

preside cover the frial of amy charges that may be institused

o

amainst plaimsifs Seselatn Wlovu cwines, Parish.  "Bach defendant
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is sued in his individual and sofficial capacity. ¥

FRITE S C TS

-

Bl EndShen Bl Sef 1966, - thils: Court ordevred.

desegregation of the Plaguemines Parish Schools., United

.States v. Plaguemines Parish J.locl Board. This order was

met by vigorous and vocal opposition by defendants Perez, Sr.
and: Perez, Jr., who by-thelr words and actions encouraged

meEhssicamicerttiol | Ehe cudex. “AsSHa regulf oIt am incident growing
out of the implementation of this Court's order, on Oc;obef
28, 1966, piaintiff Duncan was arrested and charged in‘tﬂe
Juvenile Division of the Twenty-Fifth Judicial District

Court: with cruelcy to a jﬁveﬁile, o)L L e ALl ©) 2 L,é.A.-R.S.

14:93, BNRlca i valsE amEaisied win, comme et ion: wittih lafis: action ox

extricating his two young cousins, who had transferred to

SSEhic Slenicalva =S neceool, Beom a shbwation 1A whiich they

U

were being harassed outside the school by a group of white
boys, Plaintiff Duncan's cousins had been repeatedly

harassed since their transfer to the formerly all-white

school. In early November, 1966, Duncan came to the office

of Collins, Deuglas and Elie and glain¥iff Sobol‘and.requeétcd.

HEpTelsenta tRan i ciomuection swithl thist enarge. This

TopEcsEnitabolomitvalsey § oty tndentalien. by Ceollins s Beugitas

and Sobol., . Plaintiff Duncan sought represcentation by these

attorneys because he believed that no lawyer in Plaqueimines

3

1Pzl Siht - W ouL e R eiat L BLS Senaic el e it e elEEashaltis SR Gl el

4%

dgeuog Lo shHils Eesey womuteuilaiily Shnsalalmiels fe) s SRRV O IL Y OF St
with court ordered sshool descgrogation. On November 21, 1966,

Robert F. Collins and pleintiff Sobol appeared togsther beforce
pe P 3

SEIR N e cL DS s lopa s TS O G B = sl Jdiesita BN EE SRR e D
Clolbimt i Bo tnis e —a - llasiaish e tiol senresent: DuncaiE. SMEERGol 1 ns
introduced Mr. Sobgocl to the court and stated that he was

associated with him and ¥r. Douglas in tlhie delense cf the

S ——
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matter. Collins filed at that time a Mgtion to Quash the

4 ; Information and an Application for BE Dkl ef Particulazs,;

both signed and verified by Collins. The Motion to Quash
argued that Duncan could not properly be charged in juvenile
% court on the facts as alleged. The motions were assigned

for argument on January 4, 1967. The nextl day, November 22,

. : .1966, Duncan was charged with simpie bqtécry e - the, idéntical
“ facts and fo% %hé sccond time was arrested and placed: on

bond. On December 7,_1966; Duncan pleadeé et Fonhi VAR e Sellale
simple battery'cﬁargc. On January 4%, 1967, the cruelty to.a

juvenile charge was voluntarily nolle prossed by the State

+1

] " in response to defendant's Motionr to Quash. The trial of the
Bastiery eass Was see feoE Geniiaey 25, 1967 M. Callins  ad

hat prevented his attending

=

| ; another commitment on that date

BUIL IO 1L 5t e i) 16) 0 U TR S OBl

-

the trial; and the case-was A5iE L @ S o)
ShoNtclethitom - oy tae Courtl et thetEsgsict ittomney . Prilor o
Gasatll pléintiff Sieibioiissivliecit o sl Shes MBasilaiit oy JikEmyE
wh}ch was sigped amd wesitBiad By Robexrt P. Coillins. The

1 deménd,aréued that trial by jury‘on a chargc'cf the magnitude

-

2=y Rt
B SO =l

ok battery'was‘guaranteed gy'zhe Tourtecenth Amendinent
United States Constiitution. The Domﬁnd was denied and'g IR LIERE
1 oif Diceloitiom wals  SommaiiSaRReisicrgcc.  Attier AT Ster tlie ettt
defendant was convicted. e was seantenced on February 1,

| t 1967 to a.sixty—day femm ans 'a §50 Fime. Jhe tmial judge

granted bend pending a petition for review in the Suprene

o —
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112, On Hebnieia OnISET L o BEBLER O o Al WissiE o
certiorari was filed inl s8c Leuisiana Sppireme Count Ly
Clofliltinis ¢ Blol st SamcsScelsaisiahal ' of Dunican,  Go Betsiany
i 20 19167, these ditttosassssiisacciived in the mail an emdes: fion

thie Supreme Court of Loulsiana denying defendané's pciition
s
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.Bond, together with a2 Notice of Intention to Petition the

.United States was granted by Judge Leon. As plaintiff Sobol

_was leaving the courthouse, he was placed under arrest. The

"3

ol filicleis oSl CloflSlnitas =it Douglas, plaintiff Sobol telephoncd

s
<
~

defendant Leon, the %rial judge in the case, anc asked for

, i
an immediate appointment. An appointment for 12:00 nocon. the
same 'day was granted. Plaintiff Sobol met with defendant

Leon shortly after noon and presented to him' a Motion for

Supreme Court of the United State§ for a Writ of'Certiorari?
The qucstioﬁ proposed to be presented to the Supreme Court
of the United States is wheiher ?he‘Fquréeenth Amendument
protects the right to trial by jury in state courts. DBongd

pending disposition of the case in the Supreme Court of the

warrant specified thart the charge was "practicing law without

~

a license." Upon information and belief, the warrant was
signed by defendant Leon and was actually made out while

plaintiff Sobol was in defendant Leon's office pursuant %o

the aforementioned appeintmen

B ¢

. Sobol was fingerprinted,
was “mugged"” and was compelled to surrender to the authorities
various items of persornal property, including his brief case

containing the file in Louisicna w. Duncan. ' Soboi's bond
Wiais sc, ab. fiftcen hundred dollars ($1500) by daefeddant Leon,
and Sobol was incarccrated in Plaguemines Parish Jail for

-

approximately threce hours %cfore he was able to make bond
and be released. On information and belief, no information

has yet been filed azgainst him, but such information will

be filed unless enjoined by this Court.

15 el s e sale e B 90, plaintiff Sobel, on

BeBe e i gdceaiiiegse e s tion 8g. of Claiborne Parish,
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ion alleges that the Claiborne

cf
T

The cowmplaint in that ac
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inatory enforcenecn
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Parisht proseciltions amermeniic

the Fourteenth Ama

law by the'state iflrvielatiosh ¢f
the Upited S;ates Constitution in that the mandatory attendance
law (L.S.A.—R..S. 173221512281 1) was not enfoarced against’
101(0) {5.0)36 S LERDIS la?ge sicalicniomeiciomeitruniiniz vielkadiems’ thal
‘occurred in Plaquemincé Parish simultancously with the
alleged minor violatioms i Claibbrnc Pafish. et ieisie et

alleged that defendant Perez had encouraged violations of law

]
&
)
(¢
¢

by white persens after school desegregation in Plagqu
)k 9 =3 L

Betaiifshi widsh o diemedis bz thitils Constae and publiiely anztounced ©

violators would net be prosecuted. A preliminary injuncéion
against the Claiborne Parish nrosecutions was issued by this

gliiiet [ Chrisscubhesry, J.) on November -2, 196&: -The acticn

HstsiEhNEIE peridiinia. - Uopmt i nifonma tion and belief, this actica
resulted in anger and hostility towards plaintiff Sobol on

the part of defendant Perez.
(b) Plaimei P S5baly 65 Blmi ohmlcyaailelals sl (oot it
EiSEiciemt casie's tave livine  Fedehial ane

i

handling approximatcly

civiilienitaits, lonl the 'deiciset ‘o
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w4 ol Omoithe Say af wis.arrest, plaiftist Sebol

i Il Echst el Clolsemeiaints il ot Chlciniomrs i it ekt el ta s T alclic
review by the Suvpreme Court of the United

in connection with

States of Louisiana v. SielelchsenceRiie e llafitn s i s Sebe L
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wemt Ho diesendaneboeml s enEmecms e fike’ @ Notice of Initen

to Petition the United States Supreme Court for a Writ of
fior
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It was necessary to securc bond in order to present this

question to the Supreme Court because thwe scnlence impescd
on Duncan was less than the period within witichh the casec

wogld have been decided by the Supreme Court. e s vle
case would have beccome moot 1if a stay of enforcement o
judgment had not been bﬁtaincd. Moreover, neither the
Supreme Court of Louisiana nor the Supreme Court of the
United States would have considered an application for a

stay of enforcement on bond that had noit first been prescncted

to defendant Lcop (the trial.court) for comsldiemation. s
a member of the Bar of the Supreme Court of the United States,
plaintiff Sobol has thc riéht T© gake all scteps necessary o
present matters to that Cburf. T arres:‘of plainiilf

Sobol and the institution of any criminal proceédings against

v

Ri'metins conmnection with iis sakinz ofl these steps abridges
»

is privileges and immunities zs an attorney practicing bLefore

the Supreme Court of the United States and violates the

supremacy clause of thie United States Coansfictution, and
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(v) TFor the reasonas stalGeid . in: paTasrapi 1h(2)
R aanslatias, LS. A 1.0 37321 and 37210 ae
uncenstitutional as appiied to plaintiff Sobol's cenduc:t,
hiemebofiore desenibied.,

fc) For the rcesons stated in paragrapihs 14 {a
amed (B ef dhis  Ssmpiainy, ploimgelis Sc

consequsnt prosecution are unconstitutional.
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expert in the Federal gqueéstions involved and only in
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is, and the insiitution of any edings against him based

o)

omiclaigaeis wolf tpracibitel inlesiians e

ry
(3

out a license would be,

Bassdvekclusively on.comdues shai the State:of Loulsiana

. cagnet constitutionally prohibit, restrain or punish, by

reason oi.:

1

{a} o liE b TR L So oo hi s aloncs i onest Gl e s E bl
immunities secured by U. S. CONSE., Art. IV, Section 1,

bRty AL el 20 - anaels Rmleaeie, - NIER Sectioﬁ 1, -including but not
limited to his rights of free speech'and'expressioﬁ, his

federal privileges and immunities to practice his proflgssion

in the federal couris and toc be heard in a professional

rlu‘

capacity on federai issues; and hil
?

—~
A

w

=hit to exercise his

rh

profession without cepricious and arbitrary interference by

the State of Louisiana, and

b Ghale S ERisRs rivileges and immunities
& y D &

Lq

secured to plaintiffs Reynolds and Duncan and ctheir class by
U.S. CONST., Arct. NVEE Sl 2i cotlcaisiel - ol tllelir- ciioles
assoclated withh counsecl admitécd inn thie state in criminal
proceedings against them; tﬁeir federal privilege and
immunity of adequate representation by experienced ad

competent counscl whom they clicosc and whom alone they trust

o0

td mepresicamb thici In i matiters of federal Lay; theizr migshies

undexr the Supremmacy Clause to adequate presentation of their

[0}

federal contentions, withh necde egal assistance, in theé

counts: oft the Sithc (o Bonitsitasast snell s thicite @i alitbis e Lxoce
speech and expression, including both the right effectively
to defend in the courts criminal prosecutions against them
whose purpose and conseguence is ¢o deny them frecdom of
speech and_expression, alged Sslie el affirmatiyel? and
effectivel? éo cmploge licigamtion as a means of political

expression.
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t and conscqguenv
Brgeaaaitnon «described ladsasacran 12 of this counplalint

fstcallealated to, and hast the ecffect of, prollibiting and

Tttt on S B Pomlsiamie o el s s e e o cloniduie ©

protected by the federal constitutional guarantees enumerated

in paragraph 15 (el iadiillm) of - this complaint.
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the rights rivileges and immuniiies
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15(b) of this complaint, J%g of havassing, reor
intimidating them in and from the cxercisc and enjoyment

ges and imuunities. A

¢}

Gif those rights, DEdial
18, For the reasons stated in paragraphs 15-17 of

this complaint, plaintiff Sobol's arrest is and consequentc

prosecution would be unconstitutional.

Ve RRERC NEE. OF ACTION

enumestaltied” iin paragrapil

19 L. B A =R, S, 973219 el saimiErl i ociih bialtelohale)ia it AR EroLY

as applied to the conduct on wiich plaintiff Sobol's ar

and prosecution were based, becausec a2s s2-a L GOl S S R\ OIS
P )

B 2nisrand 37 2 14T infrimech ittt faderFall wil sG], pisisvealclRes
and immunities cnumerated above.

.20,  Rer the reasoms  scatzed ink pokceldasamint
X &

SisSeboiiisTuapgsle sl isiainidilalamisisigitiamic

prosecution would be unconstitutional.

VIEL . . DOUREH CAUSE G ACTION

E e e S e Tahdlod legal matters

as an cxpért ony sl who e L questions involved and only in
association with local counsel. DPlaintiff Sobol is ol
tempeorarily in Louisiana.
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‘eriminal, these statutes are unconstitutional on their facecs

- this complaint, in vielation of the constitutional provisicns
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BrolSaemicitons of plai
this provision would comstitutc denialr of equal protection of
aitctiand discr iiminatoErs enforc et of Laws, tan vlolation

of the Fourtecenth Amendment to the United States Consiitutlon,

Ao Tl oS BERS  ges dtiliand 73T salie el I
Sobol's activities as an attoraey, leretofore described,
because: : i |

air

k2

(a) they are vague and fail.. ta give

nocice  andiarning o the eenctcm, wakici tlhey prolibi s, i

violation of the due process. clause of tlie Fourteenih

Amendinent,; and

]

(b) they are vaguse and overbroad, and thus

; s 3 ¥ : e /
HEpEEestmi e tine s rilohits) desicrilbedl Arl ipeis acaayol T s ) e \b) S
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conduct, heretofore described, by the due process clause of
the Fourteenth Amendaenc.
2L, Tor tlie reasons sitated in paragraphs 21, 22 and :

2ol ki Clabitse S elomeailiauimite S ilapenis e Sinin one s aksEicis T aREl Seom Sielgiac iyt

prosecution is unconstituiioaz

VEELE . DEETE CRUSH OF ACTION
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2 apiichtn R Slsoiii S absine st ways) eifTecbed and
prosecution is maintainecd oy thie defendants with the purposc

amcidiclstiten tonhamasseand i nean iaate him and the odthes

Hrciae el Yamds elass shasneiiife in fe@nnection  with, aned to

-

obstructh, punisn and defes their ecxercise of, their respective




IBelclagleBliailiolile's) 1 & DTl lchmalsiials e lmhiy s G eiS described in\

: B R : LA, ko
paragraph 15(a} znd () of this complaint.
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26. Tor the reasons s:tated in paragraph 2
complaint, plaintiff-SOle's arrest and consequent prosecution
would deny plaintiffs the rights, privileges and immunitiecs
emnetated iniparagraph. oo aaE (b) of tlis-ecmplaint, and
deny them tﬁe ceual pRotectlon of che Llaws Sceuxed by the
Fourteenth Amendment, and therefore is and would be

unconstitutional.

BSOS SIRERE CAMSE O ACTEON

2RSS B EE SIoiviofli s asenoisit. wiaist: el feletield and Tl s
prosecution is maintalned by the defendants with the purpose,
design and effect of harassing and intimidating him, and
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thhe courts of the United States designed to protcct and

secure the federal rights, privileges and immunities of

Negro citizens of Louisiana. .

28. The arrest was c¢ffected by the defendants with
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Unpeipsilian Vilehuwst o ithe SpifaliieE sl em tiielsisialaljieicitl coifis Baielal
equality, and of denying them sgual rights, privileges and
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Umiilticcl [ SEatelst Vi, Rileinhabnesisah st sicnael Beard, on account
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30. By long-established custom and usage, the Stat

of Louisiana; and particularly Plagquemines Parish, decnies
plaintiffs. Duncan and Reynolds and the class plaintiffs

the equal protection of the laws guaranteed by the Fourtcenth

Amendment by depriving them of opportunitics for legal

representation, -and for access to the courts, and for legal !

" :

advocacy in support of their rights, equal to the opportunities

e

~which Louisiana and Plaguemines Parish give persons not Negroc
G chtvsle ezt s workers ; and the Seate of Louisiana and
Plaguemines Parish further deny plaintiffs Duncan and Reynolds|

Sielel Cailslaitist tlol isilicr il SpiaesiEiiials,

0

(]

and the class plaintiffs ih

IS ndl caquait - biepleffi s e Laws anéd

ct

give evidence and to
II BRoOC e nsS S Ron R sycus ity el person and property as ars

ol

enjoyed by white citizexns, by depriving them of

opportunities for legal representation that are available
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i

was effected by the defendants with the design and effect

of supporting and enforcing this unconstitutiomal custom r

1 - and usage.

f : S DloE! EhieliEcasion's ssoated  in paEeamremint SOMcHERT S

complaint, the arrest and conseguent prosccution are

unconstitutional.
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i It have been done by the defendants werc done under ccloer o
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law of the State of Louisiana and under color of the
defenidants' respeciive offices as officers and agents of
i the State. ] g
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33-- Upon information and belief, all of the acis
alleged ih Chit st clommiliabimicEE o laien caacny (Gonce bas SHlitet iela
werae done pursuénf to a conspiracy among the delendants and
with other bersons not koown to plaintirfs,-which cénspifacy

has the purposecs and objectives described in paragrapis

“

EE L, 2 O and 0 of Blait SERE gl itleaniait) .

PIRTEC SRR
b Bl it taebol 5 agraismment on the chiarge
desieriped inpalsassmp 2l of tiiis, cemplaint 15 sichiediled
Releianiche ey, b Himettioe Twenty-Fifth Judicial District Court.

35. L Unillesish meicismained by ondex @f | thish Ceuzmy,

disificndizims.. Reick, "Rt sl nn: Viniflehnpifiont slgaiinis t

EilakentEin S5 Seibioll " andi WAGIIEFTes S naeisiacuwter entlchaia Sie s to ibie

prosecuted before defendant Leon.

glol mhils prascclition @f  plainciff Seobol, willls hatvies tils

dieisigatieigiinae hiarassing  and inGimidating effeccts upon fiederal

w

skl ISRl el e IEl i Soabaese A S\ ket S 35, T8k, U7, 258, 27, 2

S

andi POl ekl T il S el e,
SIS Bt sicm IS Rce SRS R cISic i o platat i £ Sobol's

prosllcisshlomn N aipldpisisSichNe e Eobaiecitivet, Lenvden. 1. ke event chat
his conviction is subscquently reversed oxr overturned on
an appeal, because the publicity attendant upon conviciilon
will cause: the class) pllatnititsits o laymen.to believe that
.éobol can, ok Lomces mermelsapioiiaaeni iy master's of federal

rights, and they will cease to seek his representation, with

the consequence vhat their federal rights will be unprotected.

S35 Thie. siauies ©EiNcICIBSIESOISE R clsitdl - E mem - pillatinis i3 s

Selseiiis. tmial,. civemtrHrpicieRdaE e s not - convaseitiedl iSivateic

thle civeocumstance of, acewmictalvlinen a sin
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as lLaymen, that Sobol is nosz

O

apable or able to represent

'
-

them in matters of federal =i
39. Every day that the charge described in paragrapls

cLl2 et tlii s Complaint remains vending against plaintilf Sobol)

- (5]

e

Fresarable injurd is-done  she plaifnfiffs, in shat:
1

(a) plaintiff Sobol is deterred by fear of an

l information being filed against him and of possible conviction
] . g 3 .

il semgemac o BRSNSl a2, or of the filing of additienal

B

charges under the same assertion of state authority, from
vigorously pursuing his undertakings to represent the other
individual énd claiss pladntifss in matiers of federal rights;
5 : ; ColeE Tl aiaintitfs are disceowreged Trpm
Bidns ot oo e sanite e e By Blodmbice Sobel, by redsem ¢f

the unresolved asscrtion by defendanis that he is not

W

able and capable to represent shem in matters of Tedexral

1 . T bNESI S ARG aillsio - fort Selar tilat persons represented by Sobol
h" 0 3 : - ; ¢ ; P e
! ~will thereby incur the anger and eamity of deflendants and

| ; other powerful statc and local officials of the State of

| : Louisiana which is proseccufizg Soboel; and

£1
P

! {8) the individuwal plaiht iffs, other than Sobol,

i
: and their class are detcrred and discouraged from civil
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prosccutions which fer maany years have becn the or
. response of the defendancs and the State of Louisiana and
i iSRS cleinsh  omei e ate IR EI e s ISt alct L v ity .

ey 40, Tor the reasoans stated in paragraphs 34%--39 ol

Blalinss clompiliai =g, nillassseeRsE Aseilitereparab Ly “iajjaneeilbys SEine

1 Ere@secsution of plainigiff Seagl, their federal righds ars
1 ek nancc: daf: by dand, sy aicaino - ebilain viindifcalsitani e

these righits in the state-courcs of Louisiana and tucy have

: ; no adequate rcumedy at law. -
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L1, VIEREFORE, plzintiffs respectiully pray:

a. that a three judge court be convened,

w

pllmstaiciE o 2BE i, S, €. Segtionsy 2280, 2281,

erder Testraining the defendancs, their agents, employees,

subalternatés and persons acting in concert or coopcration

WASER G en

(1) from instituiing criminal procecdings
against pléintiff Soigeliitor " coatinuing amy ,
proceedings against Sobol for practicing law
without a license; and

€3] - from MaEEEE e . iatimidating or taking
any other action agdinst plaintifl Duncan- in

: : : .

conmecition  wilthl o latsiske oMt el Lenlisiiana v
.Duncan, and/or ag a result of his representation
by plaintiff S&bol.
(Sl i i G aft;r (O} 1o T Lol h G O E ol(e aefendants
to.bé heard, tﬁis coupt .issie @ praliminary’ injunction
g defendanis during the pendency
of the prescnt action; '

S iSstinaitapiicie s hichin i i ol tile s nle/e LS, - Bls . courtT
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order that Fiftcen Hundred Dollar {$i3500) bond cancelled; and
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costs and such other and

anic prEoReT .
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fursher relief as may be equitable

Respectfully submitted, -

Alvin J. Bronstein GrREEL)
602 North Tarish Streed
Jackson, Mississippi

Anthony G. Amsierdam
3400 Cuesinut Street
hiiladelphia, Pennsylvania

Collins, Douglas & Clie
2211
o~ -

New Orleans, Louisiana

Rt chiotel Bl., SobBol
2209 Dryades Streect
.

New Orleans, Louisiana

By:

Cryades Street L

Abvoumeys. for Plaineiffs
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STATE ‘OF LOUISIANA : ey

PARISH O ORLIEANS

I _. : VERIFTCATION

RICHARD B. SOBOL, beins duly sworn, deposes and says:

AN A o oo et Gl S TS S ol C o

2. 0T dmanh et n admittéd to: practice before
the Bar of this Court. g

3o Dhis -Eacta slfsmde e ol she anended complaint
hercin are true bascd.upon my personal knowledge, cxcépt
Si=RRHos Clhisisles Taicics alleged L@ L ORI s sL (o e o e Wiai @ Lot @l Ly £ A

I believe those facts are truc and accurate.

THE@ AR 1B SOOI

Sworn to and subscribed
before me this fElay

Bzt R DR BE R o ) 7

NOTARY PUBLIC : :
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