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By ROBERT HEARD
Associaled Press Writer
Federal courts have given the
Texas Legislature three straight
F’s on major pieces of legisla-
J{tion.
Atty. Gen. Crawford Mattin
Jhas added a fourth, making it
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one of the worst report cards

Texas lawmakers ever had to

take home to voters. y.
The court rulings were pre-

dictable. If legislators had paid .

attention to what the- courts
said previously, they would not
be in a position of bemoaning
what some call judical dictafor-
ship.

The Supreme Court said in
1969 that states must “make a
good-faith effort to achieve pre-
cise mathematical equahty" in
redistricting laws.

Still,
among some lcglsiatmb
year that they might be able to
get away with a deviation from
mathematical equality greater
than that which had already
been struck down in - other
states, ’

It is possible they may be
right in the long run. Federal
judges appointed by Presidénts
Kennedy and Johnson sat on
courts that knocked down the
Texas laws, and thgse  cases
are all on appeal to a U.S. Su-
preme Court that differs by

four Nixon appointees from the

one that wrote the oné-man,
one-vote decision. . -
On redistricting, the ]egls]a—
ture carved up the state into
new districts for congressional
seats and into new districts for
seats in the Texas House: of
Representatives based on: the
1570 census. It failed to draw
up a new map for Texas Sen:xte
districts. B
A state d1stnct court threw

there was an attitude -
last
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out the map for the Texas low-
er house, so a special five-man
redistricting board set up by

J|the state constitution had to
‘ldraw new districts
.lchambers of the legislature in-
‘[stead of just the senate.

for both

The House plan overturned

‘Iby the state court had a popu-

lation deviation of 9 per cent
between the largest and smal-
lest districts. The plan devised
by the redistricting board de-
viated from  mathematical
equality by 9.9 per cent.

That is the plan that a three-
judge federal court in Austin
ruled unconstitutional

July 1, 1973, to come up with a
new one, except in the case of
Dallas and Bexar (San An-
tonio) counties,

In those counties the . court
gave approval at once to plans
calling for single-member dis-
tricts for Dallas’ 18 representa-
tives and for Bexar’s 11. Repre-
sentatives have had to run
countywide in those counties,

Candidates in those counties
may run in any district they
want to, regardless of where in

" |the county they live, for " this

' +|year’s elections only.

The court let stand the redist-

' {Iricting board’s new map for the

" |Texas Senate, but Judge Wil-
‘|liam Wayne Justice of Tyler

i

|filed a blistering dissent to that

portion of the decision.

Earlier, separate three-judge
federal courts in Dallas voided
the congressional
plan, which has a population

The U.S. Supreme Court

sional suit decision Friday,

meaning that six Texas con-
:|gressmen paired under a plan}

approved by the lower court
probably will not have to face
each other this year.

The old filing fee law was de-
clared unconstitutional in 1970,
The legislature tried fo replace
it with a law calling for a fee of

|4 per cent of a year‘s salary for

the position sought, or a peti-
tion signed hy 10 per cent of
the number of voters that voted
in the previous general election
for governor.

The second filing fee law also
died in court. Both cases are on

dppeal

Friday. \
But it gave the legislature until .

redistricting|"

- |deviation of 4.1 per cent, and|’
|the state’s filing fee law. '

'granted a stay in the congres-|
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MAR 2 1 1966

246 ‘orest Drive
lake Jackson, Texas TT566
Mareh 17, 1966

Honorable Joﬁn Tower
Senate Office Bullding
Waghington, D. U4 o

Dear Senator Tower:

Hembers of the Lake Juckson League of Women Votersz join
me in urging you to support the srinciple of "one man
one vote", We believe that the protestion of this basiec
right of the individual imerican citizen is vitally im-
portant to our republican form of goveroment, The
individual iz the ultimate minority, after zll,

¥e also believe that the states must have mpowers which
enable them to function effectively in the 20%th century.
The problesm of industrislisation snd urbsniss ion which
we fage today demand complex solutions., We feel that state
leglalatures will funetion best to provide these solutions
1T our elected representatives represent the people - 2ll
the people, not just gome of them, Ho other factors, no
other standards, will do as well,

Therefore, we most sincerely urge yod to oppose Senstor
Dirksen's proposed constitutional smendment, SIR 103,

Very truly yours,

Mrs, Leonard Levine
Prasident :
Lake Jackson, Texass LY

be: LWVUS, LWV of Texas
Simllar letter to Sen. Yarborough
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The number of delegates in the conventions varied from 329 in Indiana to 3 in New
Mexico, and the conventions differed in many other aspects. But in less than ten
months, probably due to the emotional climate that had built up around the sub-

stance of the amendment, the required 36 had met, voted, and adjourned, and the
amendment was a part of the Constitution.















De Grazia, Alfred, ESSAY ON APPORTIONMENT AND REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT. February
1963. $2.00. American Enterprise Institute, 1200 - 17th Street, N. W. Washington,
D.C. 20036

A vigorous dissent from the court opinions and from the doctrine
of one-man-one-vote,

Hacker, Andrew, CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING, The Issue of Equal Representation.
Revised 1964, $1.95. The Brookings Institution, 1775 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Hacker, in the first two chapters enlarges his views expressed
in the flyer sent in the kit., Excellent statistical table on
weight of individual's vote, June 19, 1964, at about the date of
Reynolds v, Sims.

Jewell, Malcolm E., editor, THE POLITICS OF REAPPORTIONMENT., 1962. $6.00.
Ather ton Press, 70 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10011

This includes Mr. Jewell's essay on POLITICAL PATITERNS IN APPOR-
TIONMENT quoted in the Glendon Schubert anthology and a number

of case studies by others on the politics which produced the situ-
ation in many states prior to Baker v, Carr, shedding light on the
cause of the basic controversy.
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study and consensus, the National Board has granted to these State Lieagues
permission to take dctlon in their state legislatures on apportionment.
These state lLeagues cannot go before their United States Congressional
Representatives and state their position. Our National By-Laws provide
that action of state and local Leagues on a national basis must invelve
items on the National Agenda. Stated another way, permission to appear
before a congressional delegation is granted only when the subject under
discussion is part of the national program.

The problem before the MNational Board is this: How can these state
Leagues make known their position to the Congressional Delegations? The
Council has three alternatives: (1) do nothing; (2) adopt an emergency
item on apportionment on the National Current Agenda; or (3) amend the
by-law so that those state Leagues which have reach consensus can make their
views known to Congressional Delegations.

The Tennessee League, as well as the other state Leagues that are
asking for an emergency item, are concerned lest their years of hard work
for fair representation are lost, Texas, along with 15 other states, has
passed a resoltuion asking Congress to call a convention for the purpose of
amending the United States Constitution to allow bicameral state legislatures
to have one house based on population and one house based on area. It would
further be stipulated that Federal Courts could not have any jurisdiction
over state apportionment. If this amendment were passed by Contress and sent
to the states for ratification, it is reasonable to assume that the states
would ratify it. A citizen would no longer have recourse to the courts to
seek relief from unfair representation.

At the February Board meeting, your Board talked at some length on
this item. Our sympathies are certainly with the state Leagues that have
worked for so many years on this item. Our Board was of the opinion that
this item is basically a State item. Because of the possibility that states
might not be in agreement in their conclusions, it would be difficult to place
this item on the National Agenda at this time. However, we were in favor of
the National Council's devising a procedure which would enable state Leagues
having a consensus on apportionment to appear before their Congressional
Delegations. Our Board was in favor of an amendment, if necessary, which
might grant MNational Council the power to take action in an emergency situation.

Please refer to your National and State Voters for additional background
material.....lational Voter: April 1964 and lNovember-December 19643 State
Voter: November 1964

Cris

P.5. Keep this for reference. We will try to answer your questions at the April
General Heeting.
















































































































































































































































































