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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson
Federal Building

Austin, Texas

Dear Lyndon:

I am enclosing a copy of the Government's
brief in opposition in the Parr matter, which was
filed in the Supreme Court yesterday.

With kind regards.

Sin ely,
rtas
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Juthe Supreme donrtof the Tnited States

OcroBER TERM, 1955

No. 320

GEORGE B. PARR, PETITIONER

v.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

GEORGE B. PARR, PETITIONER

V.

Bex H. Ricg, District JUDGE

No. 202 Mise.

GEORGE B. PARR, PETITIONER

.

Ben H. Ricg, DistricT JUDGE

GEORGE B. PARR, PETITIONER

v.

JAMES V. ALLRED, DISTRICT JUDGE

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED
STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT AND
ON MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AND PETITION FOR WRITS
OF MANDAMUS AND PROHIBITION

BRIEF FOR THE RESPONDENTS IN OPPOSITION
1)
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OPINIONS BELOW

The memorandum opinion of the District Court
for the Southern District of Texas transferring
the case from Corpus Christi to Laredo (R. 16—
35; Pet. App. 1-13), the oral opinion of that court
granting the Government’s motion to dismiss the
indictment (R. 159-163; Pet. App. 13-15), and
the opinions in the Court of Appeals (Pet. App.
16-36) have not been reported.

JURISDICTION

The judgment of the Court of Appeals was
entered on July 13, 1955. (R. 272.) The petition
for a writ of certiorari was filed on August 12,
1955. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked
under 28 U. S. C., Section 1254 (1) and Section

1651.
QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the order of the Federal District
Court for the Southern District of Texas grant-
ing the Government leave to dismiss petitioner’s
indictment 1s appealable.

2. Whether there is cause for issuance of the
writs of mandamus and prohibition, where, after
the defendant’s motion for change of venue has
been granted, the United States Attorney obtains
a second valid indictment in another district, and
then dismisses the original indictment with leave
of court after a full and fair statement of his
reasons for so doing.

3
STATUTES AND RULES INVOLVED

Internal Revenue Code of 1939:
_ Src. 145. PENALTIES.

* * * *

(b) Failure to Collect and Pay Over
Taz, or Attempt to Defeat or Evade Tax.—
Any person required under this chapter to
collect, account for, and pay over any tax
immposed by this chapter; who willfully fails
to collect or truthfully account for and
pay over such tax, and any person who will-
fully attempts in any manner to evade or
defeat any tax imposed by this chapter or
the payment thereof, shall, in addition to
other penalties provided by law, be guilty
of a felony and, upon conviction thereof,
be fined not more than $10,000, or im-
prisoned for not more than five years, or
both, together with the costs of prosecution.

* * * * *

(26 U. S. C. 1952 ed., Sec. 145.)

IR0

SeEc. 3237. OFFENSES BEGUN IN ONE DISTRICT
AND COMPLETED IN ANOTHER

Except as otherwise expressly provided
by enactment of Congress, any offense
against the United States begun in one dis-
trict and completed in another, or com-
mitted in more than one district, may be
inquired of and prosecuted in any distriet
in which such offense was begun, con-
tinued, or completed.

Any offense involving the use of the
mails, or transportation in interstate or
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foreign commerce, is a continuing offense
and, except as otherwise expressly pro-
vided by enactment of Congress, may be
inquired of and prosecuted in any district
from, through, or into which such com-
merce or mail matter moves.

Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure:

RuLe 21. Transfer from the District or
Division for Trial.

(a) For Prejudice tn the District or
Division. The court upon motion of the
defendant shall transfer the proceeding as
to him to another district or division if
the court is satisfied that there exists in
the district or division where the prosecu-
tion is pending so great a prejudice against
the defendant that he cannot obtain a fair
and impartial trial in that distriet or
division.

(b) Offense Committed in Two or More
Districts or Divisions. The court upon
motion of the defendant shall transfer the
proceeding as to him to another district
or division, if it appears from the indict-
ment or information or from a bill of par-
ticulars that the offense was committed
in more than one district or division and
if the court is satisfied that in the interest
of justice the proceeding should be trans-
ferred to another district or division in
which the commission of the offense is
charged.

(¢) Proceedings on Transfer. When a
transfer is ordered the clerk shall transmit
to the clerk of the court to which the pro-
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ceeding is transferred all papers in the
proceeding or duplicates thereof and any
bail taken, and the prosecution shall con-
tinwe in that district or division.

RurLe 48. Dismissal.

(a) By Attorney for Government. The
Attorney General or the United States
attorney may by leave of court file a dis-
missal of an indictment, information or
complaint and the prosecution shall there-
upon terminate. Such a dismissal may not
be filed during the trial without the con-
sent of the defendant.

# * * *® *
STATEMENT

On November 15, 1954, an indictment was re-
turned against petitioner in the Corpus Christi
Division of the United States Distriet Court for
the Southern District of Texas charging him with
wilful attempted evasion of his income taxes by
means of affirmative acts committed in that dis-
trict. (R. 4.) On April 27, 1955, Judge Ken-
nerly ordered the case transferred to the Laredo
Division of the Southern District because of
prejudice existing in the Corpus Christi area.
(R. 16-35.) In making application for this
transfer, petitioner specifically refused to waive
his constitutional privilege to be tried in the
district wherein the crime was alleged to have
been committed, and requested transfer only to
Laredo. The Government objected to the re-
quested transfer on the ground that it would be
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severely handicapped by trial in Laredo (R. 33-
35), but stated that it would have no objection
to transfer to Houston, Galveston or Victoria.
(R. 58.)

On May 3, 1955, a second indictment was re-
turned in the Austin Division of the Western
District of Texas, charging petitioner with wilful
attempted tax evasion by filing false and fraudu-
lent income tax returns at Austin, Texas. (R.
37.) The first and second indictments covered
the same offenses; the allegations of specific acts
committed in the carrying out of the offenses
were different.

On May 4, 1955, the United States Attorney
filed a motion to dismiss the original indictment
in the Southern District under Rule 48 (a) of the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. (R. 35-
36.) On May 16, 1955, Judge Kennerly, who had
ordered the transfer to Laredo, heard argument
on the motion to dismiss (R. 81-159) and dis-
missed the indictment (R. 159-166). The Govern-
ment, in the course of presenting its argument to
Judge Kennerly on the proposed dismissal, ex-
plicitly stated that one of the paramount factors
underlying the new indictment in the Western
Distriet and the request for dismissal in the
Southern Distriet was the Government’s appre-
hension that it would be handicapped by a trial
in Laredo (R. 42-44, 48, 92-96, 114-116), the seat
of petitioner’s political power (R. 29-30, 34, 93;
Pet. 6). In his oral opinion Judge Kennerly re-
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ferred to his previous decision transferring the
case from Corpus Christi to Laredo and said
(Pet. App. 13-14) :

In reaching that conclusion, or rather in
examining the record, I reached this fur-
ther conclusion, that I gravely doubted
whether in the administration of justice
generally, the case should be tried in this
district at all. I reached that conclusion,
not as favoring either the Government or
the defendant, but more from the stand-
point of a judge who is charged with the
administration of justice in the district.

But when I came to examine the law, I
found that I was without power to trans-
fer the case outside of the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas. As you all know, we have
in the state courts of Texas a practice by
which the judge sometimes of his own
motion sends a case here, there and else-
where. There is no such provision in the
federal statutes, and I found, as I under-
stand the law, that I had no authority to
transfer the case out of the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas. If I had had that authority
I would have sent it to Amarille, or Sher-
man, or Texarkana, or some of those places
as far removed from the scene of the
troubles as I could, or as I could find. I
would have done that not, as T say, to favor
either the defendant or the Government,
because I feel that justice in the case would
be best administered by transferring the
case to one of those places.

But as stated, I could not do that as I
understand the law.
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Petitioner appealed from the order of dismissal
(R. 167), and also moved in the Distriet Court
for the Western District for a stay of all pro-
ceedings in that court pending the appeal, for dis-
missal of the second indictment, and for an order
under Rule 21 (b) transferring the indictment
back to Laredo or to Corpus Christi (R. 245-
257). These motions were denied. Petitioner
thereupon sought writs of prohibition and
mandamus in the United States Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit to order the District Court
for the Western District to vacate its order
setting the second indictment for trial, to prohibit
that court from exercising jurisdiction, and to
stay all further proceedings there. (R. 253-255.)

The Government moved to dismiss the appeal
(R. 184) and opposed the issuance of the writs
(R. 258-270). The Court of Appeals, with Judge
Cameron dissenting, dismissed the appeal and re-

fused to grant the writs. (Pet. App. 16-36.)
ARGUMENT

1. The court below dismissed petitioner’s ap-
peal from the dismissal of the original indictment
in the Southern District on the ground that the
order complained of was interlocutory and non-
appealable. (Pet. App. 17-21.) Petitioner does
not attack this ruling with much conviction (Pet.
22-23) ; nor can he, for he is caught on the horns
of a dilemma. If the order of dismissal be con-
sidered as the disposition of a separate case,
without regard to the second indictment in the
Western District, it constitutes the termination of

9

a case in which petitioner has not been aggrieved,
and he cannot appeal. Lewis v. Unmited States,
216 U. 8. 611, 612. If, on the other hand, the
dismissal be viewed in conjunction with the sec-
ond indictment, then the order of the Southern
Distriet is clearly not a final order, but simply an
intermediate step in the criminal proceeding, a
proceeding which can only be made final for pur-
poses of appeal by the econviction and sentencing
of petitioner. Berman v. United States, 302 U. S.
211, 212-213; Cobbledick v. United States, 309
U. S. 323, 324-327; Heike v. United States, 217
U. S. 423, 429-430. 1t is clear, therefore, that the
appeal from the order of the Southern District
dismissing the indictment was properly dismissed
by the court below.

2. In urging the issuance of the prerogative
writs petitioner contends (Pet. 19-21) that Judge
Kennerly failed to exercise the discretionary
power over the dismissal of an indictment com-
mitted to the District Court under the provisions
of Rule 48 (a) of the Federal Rules of Crim-
inal Procedure (supra, p. 5), which permits a
United States Attorney to dismiss an indictment
prior to trial ‘“by leave of court.” But it is
clear from the record that Judge Kenmnerly did
exercise his discretion in granting the United
States Attorney’s request. Although the prose-
eutor argued that petitioner had no standing to
object to the requested dismissal (R. 44), Judge
Kennerly listened to extensive argument and even
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permitted defense counsel to call the United
States Attorney as a witness to state his reasons
for the dismissal of the indietment (R. 86-159).
Judge Kennerly was well aware of the problems
which would confront the Government if trial
were had at Laredo, for he had heard the Gov-
ernment’s original objections on that score in con-
nection with the motion for a change of venue
from Corpus Christi to Laredo (R. 33-35).
And the prosecutor frankly stated (supra, p. 6)
that he desired the dismissal in the Southern
District because of this difficulty in Laredo.
After listening to long argument by both sides,
Judge Kennerly stated that, at the time when he
had transferred the case from Corpus Christi
to Laredo, he had felt that it would be more in
the interests of justice that the matter be tried in
some other locality outside the Southern District,
but that he had been powerless to transfer the
case outside that district under the terms of
petitioner’s motion for a transfer to Laredo.!
(Supra, pp. 6-7.) He then granted leave to
dismiss the indictment. He was not giving mere
passive approval, as petitioner asserts (Pet. 21),
to the United States Attorney’s request. He
obviously approved it as the wisest course under
the circumstances, and one which he would have
adopted earlier himself had he considered himself
free to do so. Petitioner’s contention that he
failed to exerecise his discretion is without merit.

1 As noted, supra, p. 5, petitioner requested transfer only to
Laredo and no other place.
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Furthermore, the issuance of the prerogative
writs by this Court and by the Courts of Appeals
is restricted to those cases in which the writ is
necessary to protect appellate jurisdiction. Roche
v. Bvaporated Milk Assn., 319 U. S. 21, 25. No
such necessity exists here. Petitioner contends
(Pet. 13-19) that the provisions of Rule 21 (e),
supra, pp. 4-5, require that the trial be held only
in Laredo.* But, as petitioner himself points out
(Pet. 10, 24), this question has already been
raised on the record in the Western Distriet.
Petitioner moved in that court that the prosecu-
tion under the second indictment be transferred
from Austin in the Western District to either
Corpus Christi or Laredo in the Southern District
under Rule 21 (b), supra, p. 4, which would
permit such transfer ““in the interest of justice.”
If petitioner were actually entitled to trial in
Laredo, the judge in the Western Distriet would
certainly have been required to grant the motion
and transfer the case back to the Southern Dis-
trict. The issue is preserved, therefore, in the
record of the pending proceeding in the Western
Distriet. Petitioner has his remedy by appeal
and there is no necessity for issnance of the ex-
traordinary writs. There is nothing to indicate
that petitioner will be unfairly prejudiced by a

20On its merits, the contention is, in our view, clearly
unsubstantial. Rule 21 (¢) nowhere expresses or implies a
limitation on Rule 48 so as to compel at all events continued
prosecution of an indictment which the latter rule explicitly
states “shall * * * terminate” upon the filing of a dismissal

by the Attorney General or a United States Attorney by
leave of the court.
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trial in the Western District—indeed, Judge Ken-
nerly found that it would be more fair to both
parties that the case be tried elsewhere than in
the Southern District—and the inconvenience of
being required to undergo trial in advance of an
appellate decision on the propriety of the pre-
trial proceedings clearly presents no basis for
mandamus or prohibition. Roche v. Evaporated
Milk Assn., supra, pp. 30-31; see also Rule 30 of
the Revised Rules of this Court.

CONCLUSION

The court below was clearly correct in dismiss-
ing the appeal and no reason has been presented
for issuance of the prerogative writs. The peti-
tions for certiorari and for mandamus and pro-
hibition should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

SiMoN K. SOBELOFF,
Solicitor General.

H. BriaAN HOLLAND,
Assistant Attorney General.

JosepE M. HowArp,

Dumoxp P. Hiy,
Attorneys.
SEPTEMBER 1955.
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SAN _DIEGO “Texas —®— Dist..
Judge “A. S.. Broadfoot : Monday
told George-B. Parr, to keep-him-|-
self handy until he can find time
to set, the date for the. pohtical
- boss! assatﬂt—to—murder tmal :
; Parr .and former Duval County_
_ Auditor--C. _T.: Stansell, ; Jr;; fol-
lowed. directions. and showed up
in 79th Dist. Court. But Judge
Breadfoot said his' docket-was so
full- he- didn’t ‘have time to deal
with them.. v

HE DIRECTED Parr and Stan
gell to be available from:day to
day throughout the term of court.

Stansell is under indictment on
17 counts of forgery. Both Stan-
~ sell-and Parr- are free on bond.

Kbt a3

Parr lounged' around ‘the court-|.

house: hall,” chatting with county
employes, buying soft drinks and

Unttl Trial Can: Be Seéf@

-|the, panel chosen by his pre

179th district bench after - firing

B -'
“la. the - grand

which_i.vimes.v,
[jury, Toom..

The - jury, which rndlcted Parr
and Stansell Friday, cal.led 1n one
witness Monday. ;2\ 10

.HE - WAS -Robert Leo, a Bruni
school teacher who . lives in the
little town of Ramrirez.; Lieo car-
ried an arm full of School records.
into the grand jury room. - -

The grand jury was chosen
after Judge Broadfoot dismissec, ¢

d
cessor, former = Dist. - Judge /6
Woodrow Laughlin. The State Su-
preme Court appointed Broadfoot,
an elderly retired jurist, to the

Laughlin~ for misconduct.
e _._—._ i 1 o

/ R Do A e

keeping-an eye ons the stairs up

—man '“'l'l[ I ”n )
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:_ A serles _of articles was printed in
> The News Feb. 1 to Feb. 5 on the billion-
~dollar coastal. canal and water project
proposed by ‘a report of the Bureau of™

b B

-«fn"lf_x’ﬁ“‘.""‘ t ‘
Ep

Reclamation, Department-of the Interior, —the * plan draws on the surplus supphes. -

;‘—‘whlch in' turn, was instigated by Sen.

-Lyndon Johnson. In this series, some
2 questions . were -asked. w0 s o
-t] These questions ought to be answered.

*iThey are vital to the future development

‘of Texas, * A large part of the future

o,
a' ’-'v L

- 8,500,000 - acre-feet—is hrevocably dedi-
44 » cated to use in a very-small area in the
i Duval-Jim Wells area of South Texas. .
£ There seems to have been no great
' = popular demand for this plan, yet it is
Y- being widely boosted by some Texas

7-"commentators and also by some national’

» magazines. Dr. Walter P, Webb of the
e University of Texas has written a small
booklet giving it glowing praise.
- As an example of. the widespread
"’result of this billion-dollar water dedica-
. txon, the following is cited from a highly
i, favorable review of Dr. Webb’s book by

+~Ulman E. Long of Midwestem Umver--

* mty at Wichita Falls: = » ¢
L. "

.7

e ‘West Texas by syphoning off the excess

v_. ‘population’ and allowing that region the
ss.maximum use of its water supply.”. Also

h’in. this same rev1eW' “People will natural- .
>4 1y leave the more ar!d region - for the -
5- ~expanding industrial and. agncultural-

‘: coastal areas:’? .. M fg ns iy §
% - Both the Reclamatmn Bureau’s report
A and Dr. Webb's interpretatlon of it see -

",

: ;v"'»’

P TR O R T T e e,

’.I.'HUESDAY FEBRUARY . 11,

Coast Water"Pm]ect and West Texas

P R

'fthe greater part of the water- to be cap-

potentlal water - supply - of the state—-

- subtracted, there will remain no big East |

.cotton, beef, petroleum, natural gas.and -

:_" productive area rather than letting it run"
. .:The ' program. would benefit
-to South Texas.

-reaches the ground.: Maybe it’s all right.
- The News brings no charges, but'asks'h

\\\-.'\,'\\..-_\,"\\\\\'1.\\\:-

-

195' Koa:
\..jru. ‘1“‘1%\( “?*J“L

4 f \..{,’ e 2

u‘w(

\:4. S e

the really vital need ln the Texas water ..
problem and then shunt its water surplus {.-;.’
-away “from it,” Their- baslc,. and . unex. -
“plainable, mistake is this:; They say that - ‘i

of East Texas to irrigate the South Texas..
acreage, " Long-established stream gauge
. river-flow, figures show irrefutably-that é

tured by this big project actually falls '
in the river basins west of the area which -
is marked as the area of surplus water.® "
supply. Af this inflow from the west is: 29

Texas surplus, if that area’s future-in-
dustrial growth is to be ‘considered.” *
These reports refer to the coastal area
as the “Golden Crescent.” It is no more
of a “Golden Crescent” than the upper
and lower plains of West Texas. In fact,
this inland area's production of wheat,

other products is greater than that of. .
the coastal area. It is short only on -
water. The really great need in the fu-i*t
ture economic development of Texas is
holding this water for use in this great _‘1

downstream “for a 400- or 500-m11e tnp
bl iay [\ o QI ':'4""2‘ ;
Most projects costing as rnuc‘.h as. a’
blllion dollars are built from the- ground
up..: The. .Reclamation Bureau's project !
starts-in , the .. stratosphere and nevar«

some mmple questions. They ought to be e
answered. < oot wpt il

i
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1 turn-a yout blasts fro Shepperd
ifi 1d-Shivers..i = f WJ
P | §§ﬁmw,ouds.was. identifie
8 ;: writer for:La ad, an
o it -S panish wegekly pubhshed 3
.z m; l'gus Chnstl. which has been. |,
T?_q: Of : Parra il il wipe A4 |
t‘f epperd- wasn't; available®
L me ately - for comment but-a |
i;'“"M of his ass;stants-wezeyt .

|+ .aJahn:Davenport;: one of sthemt, |

2 ﬁthat‘»Shepperd had- never, filed
“alawemit o gl ek Ll
b aOn:l"impoundmd “the - books

fDavanport said, “He’s got some’
/| zidditional material for the pem :
| .plefwhe are here to study.” .1

gemern].s ,office was ‘operating in |

|is: comimtted b 514

2 g e e YRCL 1
:_.? AN 0£'10 bituminous coak|:
3 “I'I:IJ;:I >the.Umted: :States:have-

isaid#Shepperd; had. filed -shx-acs
'-tmn&zin the last*-two: days: That
was:imanswer-to Parr’s statement

._,,,...1,.....-‘_ e,

»Davenport' 'sald i thew attorney

u{vaifeouhty under a statute and |
lge- said™that® Junschcuon ‘in/any
criminakcase is’where. th 8. fern,ny

cclqentsv during'i-the

01‘ A year.i S Rnta il





































-, 79th District be:u:l_l.

5'

.. understanding of the law.””

. ed with Dist. Atty.: Raeburn Nor-

. been ‘glad ‘to join’ w!Lh him .in
© any moveto i

_ friends in South Texas were rally-

.signed by: .Iudge*W' R.' Blalock,
: IEdlnburg. presiding ‘judge: of the |
e Fifth Judicialy district, the |

""" Brownsville jurist. ‘was authorized |,

+ to«hear the; ‘record " impounding

matter through to" its. t.ermination

© . dispose of - any: and: alk, matters
_ and to perform’ al[ of - the duties

~ attorney general -when he brought

4A ‘THURSDAY FEB ll 1954

" SAN ANTONIO NEWS

Who'll Hea

(Continued from Page 1)

g b
after he had conferred with the
attorney genera_l.

Judge Laughlin told reporters
he expected to “be in business"
in his San Dlego courtmom naxt
Fnday. P ik

Ea.rher in the' f.nten*iew the
judge said he had not' yet read
t he  administrative ‘assignment
which placed Judge Klem on the

< According / to - 'assignm nent

¥ to *‘conclude any ‘hearing so be-
~gun by him on- sucl; date,. with |
full. authority’ under the- law to

of judge of such court.”

‘! The questions as to. who would
sit on'. the bench nmext Friday
came up during the press confer-

* ence in Laughlin’, s ofnce

oy Questloned ats Iengl.h as- to
whlch.would slt Judge Laughlm

i “If_'Iiam' present, T'am “the

judge of the- distrlcz..That. is my
. - Prior to. the 'press: conferenéen
3 Judge Laughlin had heen closet- |-

‘ris, ‘Asst. Dist. Atty. John G. Gon_

attorneys. ‘Norris -said- he. had in-
*‘formed- Shepperd* he ‘would: have |

mpound ~any .rec-
ords or. books 4

He expanded on tlus statement-
-later to say that. he felt his of-
fice had been ‘snubbed by the

his court action in San Dxego. b

. On Shepperds move to have
the Duval County grand jury dis-
missed, Judge Laughlin declared
he had given the attorney gen-
eral until Feb, 17 to flle written
briefs, " ; ¥

Deadline for any answers or
oral arguments is Feb 20, Judge
Laughlin said. '/

Shepperd, was plannlng to pull
out of Duval County Thursday
with his assistants, and State
Auditor C. H. Cavness and his
seven assistants, were planning to
follow. A ¥

- Cavness _and hm assw;ants‘
were checking the ﬁscal-records’
of Duval Counly. and "two: school
districts, the. San - Diego and

Benavides schc-ols

4T

,n,.

During Vceclnesday’s hearmg. it
was apparent that Parr’'s political

S ing to his support, and that he is

.| —a friend of the court, but he had

|ing these'conferences that four,
i

‘fthose of four school offic[als, was

| Garcia and Richard Barton., ey B

_ |nancial condition of the county

~[fund . vouchers to. fictitious per-

./ |fied by affidavit. that he had- is-
.| sued the vouchers to fictitious pe:-

r In]unctlon

far from being a ruined man.

M. J. Raymond, Webb County
political leader, appeared dra-
matically in the courtroom here
during the hearing for the mJunc-
tion.

He appeared as amicus curaie

been in conference throughout the
mommg wn.h Pat'r forces. d

"Poliheal ohservers in Duvsl
County believed that it was dur-

who remgned were. 7 i'
County Coms. /A. W.. Tob Ed-

“These "res!gnatlons, '

looked upon a3 a means of pour-
ing oil-on the troubled waters. " -
~ Duval school officials, who dra-
matlcally reslgned “Wednesday, |
-along wath ‘the entire county com-
missioners’ court were: - ‘1 G
. 0. Saenz, J. G: Garza, Santiago :
Wednesday's - courtroom action' L
centered on testimony on the-fi-

and the school districts, with one
state’s witness declaring in the
court that he had issued school

sons on orders from Parr. * &
He added that he had given the

rnone:r to- Parr. G e

'I'I:e mtness. D:ago Heras, for-
mer: deputy tax collector: of the
Benavides school _distriet, . testi-

sons under Parr’s express orders.
<<He declared he either-gave the
vouchers to Parr, or cashed them,
and gave Parr the mioney.; el
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WASHINGTDN—(UP)'
ate ' Democratic - Leader; Lyndon |
B. .Johnson' said" Sunday- night |
Iarmers ‘are; 'worried; ' about: a
drop im: their income and “mme
of us can remain aloof from any|*
economic troubles ~hitting" ‘the
3 ‘\. 'uii. 'kw"h.-p-’ .\I'.-“,

! “Already, Johnson said in his
weekly ‘transcribed radia report
to. Texans, “the falling off‘'in
" | farm income is being felt in the|
/| overall national economy.”' i:°

JOHNSON AND  three 'con-
gressional ‘colleagues,’ Reps Olin
Teague, ' Clark. Thompson ' and

Omar Burleson of Texas, partici-
pated in.this week’s program.”

Cites = Effeétl"

‘Sen. i ]
fairst comm1ttee. 4
interested. in_the bu
VA hospltal\ and‘ medlcal pro-
gram. i ¥

Teague dmcussed veterans af-

\ fv“."

' cPa.rtIcuIarly
t'for the

’I'emple* and: Marlln VA hosplta].s
Fcan be, made,. it would take some |
of ‘the ‘strain. off the ‘Waco aifnd i)

‘Houston hospitals.) 4.}

“Thompson: expressed ‘h
'I‘exas .City tin" smelter : will .be
.kept in operation. *He. said ithe.
administration~. h a d*'~ proposed
“that ' because' our- stockpile is
considered. adequate, we’ close
our Texas City smelter,. & 150 =

“WE TOTALLY disregard the]|
fact that it we stop buymg Bo-

oy ,_'.33.

_propaoanda., ] 4',-“ k7

7y A RIS UG R, ¢ RS 08"
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livian- ores we. cIose down one i
‘of that country’s major indus-
tries,” Thompson said, adding
‘that “Men out_of work are the
 easiest marks  for ' Commumst

. Burleson,. &' ]
‘House Foreign -Affairs Commit-
tee,: ﬁaid ‘“4f Washington is. seri-
‘ous about-meeting the threat of
Communism “in this country, it
is. my very strong opinion that
[ nothing would *have<a greater
.effect than banishing them from

ﬂ'les&shores. ism i ‘ﬂﬁm o J
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[Ithe July-primary. .

/[tioned in San Diego. Parr said: |5

- governor -and- his attorney

(Gontinued i'rom _Page

&3‘-“:- oK

© “Ask him if this i$ not true.‘.'_{
The governor won't dare deny’
this, Let the people of TFexas'
know the: truth. Ask Shivers -
if at the time of .this agree- |
ment with George Parr he |
didn’t know George Parr was. |}
in. political control ‘of: Duval:
county” .ef\-\.]s&k ‘3-‘5" "(' TR ill’v:
" TO. INVI'I’E RANGERS

© The- sheriff said he will in-
vite Shivers ‘to - send-all- the.
Rangers he!wants to supewxse _

Eight" rangers: now are sta-

‘“The majority we will pile
up will speak for ifself. This
we will do-in spite of the
governor, ' the: attorney gen-
era]l .and their- Rangers,:, {2/

“I say this because the 'mst
majority of the people. in.this
county-will not follow the

. general.”: v wewnista i adi! (B
- Parr;. 30,; a-handsome _exma- :

rine,, was.- appmnted -sheriff |
Sept. 30, 71952, “after;: George. B
Parr resla'ned tron “the ' office. ;'

He wears businesssuits’and’ a
snap-brim’ hat, scorning-the tra-[
ditional’ cowboy:boots,.! Stetson | &
hat. and’-.45-;revolver:. or.‘the;--
south Texas.peace officer, ;

Hlg o e T, 8 35 ‘.fw.‘-.m@\,,.:dm“{l,%
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PARR LAUGHS AT, SHE

SAN DT.‘EGO Feb. 10 (M—George
B. Parr stood in the sun today and
laughed at maneuvers by State. At-
torney: General John Ben Shepperd

YLD,

against Duval County.

“He doesn’t know what" h.e's. do—

ing,” said 'lhe pulmcal ho 4
County. - 7

licity.”.

_—-——-—-———

statement
Heras. had,. at’ Parr’s: direction,- is-

: i T e
"Just like. 2 hockey game. Shep-
perd. and Shivers:passing the puck
back -and forth. _First there's"
‘blast. from: Shivers, - -then there’s a
_\blast from. Shepperde Now it’s Shiv-
ers’ time -Again A% e Ton v 09
Parr had no.comment on a sworn
‘by .Diego Heras. that

sued Benavides. school fund vouch-

ey p jiers to fictitious persons. and given|

PPERD EFFORTS

& Parn&m.d J,:’I‘Iﬁ :

Parr the money. He just shmgg d :

his shoulders. * L

Grinning with ,good hﬂmur he
stood on the ‘steps in front of his
- |plush San Diego office and he sal'd
he had no comment to make abnut

the overall investlgatlon bei.nx cam

and: butchers' 'ewaryﬂ:ur:gr 101‘.'-.5
e TR S e

are. trying to re-|

move :Woodrow. fordismissing” the
grand; jury&intJim# Wells' County,
And nawthewcmne, over: ‘fle;e:and
ask’ to*’l\:lczlc-so.t'lta''l;utts::ia #That's’a’ ‘a’di

What's: h&go L ‘if}:f\ mﬁrm
_Speaking Tof? Heras,- Pm ked.
“Why are they giving Heras immu-
nity? © He’s already .fold. his" story:
to the grand jury and made affida-
vit tor federal men. 3»What:he:said
has bean -published - In. thesnews~
papers:” Why are tl'u:yg giving him
:mmunity" I went: to’ law school,
gotia” llcense fo practice,” afthough
I ngver: have.i Tmmunity-is* some-4
thing you ;give somebody so. they’ll
tell their. stonr.; Heras has:already
told his. 3 Why. da th we- 1t tn
him?™ ¥ 28 e
-He: 'sald.vdhat Shepperd dldn‘t
have * any ]ur:sdlctmn in Duval
County. .,‘:
“He; 'says:. h%'s nperating under
common- law authority; -We. don’t
have any common law' in® Texas.
We got a Constitution and statutes.
“If we're all-a bunch: of crooks
and if there is any basis for this
(investigation)~the .suit should be
filed. ins Teavis 'County.. That's
where:the: attomey general has jur-
isdiction. At R sl i i
Parr. Iaughed and’ sald’, t's. hke
Bill Wood said—the drama is, open,
the "i.three-stars..- are ! John .. Ben|
ghepper :

asg’
feature : writer for La- V,erc!ad an
English-Spanish - weekly " pubilshed
in ' Corpus: Christi

critical of Parr, i i

Shepperd wasn't’ avallablé {mme-
diately for- comment’ but a- number
of his assistants were. 5.0 Basiiae

John Davenport, one_of them, sald
Shepperd had filed six actions in
the last two-days.” That was in an-
swer to Parr's statement that Shep-
perd had never-filed a lawsuit.

On impounding of the books, Dav-
enport said “He’s got: some - addi-
tional material for the people whn
are here to-study.” ° g &

Davenport: said:the attomey gen-
eral's office was operating in Duval
County under a statute and he said
that jurisdiction® in - any~ cr:mma]
case is whera the, telony ‘{82 com-

k]

mitted. o *_;_‘e Y
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lenged' the’ fairness of"the- Duval e
County -grand.:: jury to probe ,im-
partially- alleged ‘m.lisusi‘la_r.‘bt-_-

money here.'s S5 i
-Shepperd: made. a surprise-ap «
pearance* in the “court* of Dist.. "}
Judge C. Woodrow Laughlin. to file '
a formal ‘petition calling on him to ;-
discharge the grand jury and name
new jury commissioners who would _
choose a panel ‘‘who: will-be h‘eg
of any economic or political pres-
sures in the inquiry" into’ disposi=
tion of state money.” i oo
The Attorney General later paid

- | an unexpected call on the grand

jury, at which he termed the grand

jury unfit to act on matters ‘con-

cerning Duval County. Sordl
Before Shepperd’s grand jury ap-+

burn Norris had exchanged in sep- -
arate interviews. sharply: differing -
views on what Shepperd may have
said i’ a hotel lobby conversation
last year with- Judge Laughlin. ;"
- Norris - said  Shepperd had  told.
Judge: Laughlin in a hotel lobby - -
conversation"in Fort Worth last
year: that, *‘there probably would
not beso much he‘ati _'.'(Qn':‘_;[.a.ughg_-
 See SHEPPERD on Page. 4-
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pearance, he and Dist.: Atty. Rae-: -

t is over with. |
® down here tof
l stay until this-situation is- ironed|
‘out. We came down- here -to en-|
force. the lawes o= skar o sl v :?#
“Never have: I threatened any-]

body-"with bodily injury or have

. T

liable and more direct than T

had before.” ¢ 'n -l']«a'v-?
Allee said that a Meeting was

held Monday night at which plans

were made to kill him. The cap-
tam_ot Company D, which consists
of six Rangers, added; = $<

“I am here until this thing is
over with—me and my six men, I
think my company ‘can handle jt.
We are all' for ane and one for all.”
1In a statement issued Tuesday,
Jim Wells County Atty. Sam Bur
Tis said: o il o i
._"“The county officers are going tg
Investigate threats on Aﬂéze'sl.]gﬁitg
arfd all suspected crimes that cer-
tain grand juries (plural) haye at.
tempted to “ whitewash, We - have

3 :2 ; ok the-people: involyed in
el ATy 0 ed in
raueiec e-of | LA |
'ITII]N ‘. 3 I;‘ﬁ' I T, e B &ﬁ":)‘f“
now what charges.if he ]
tile against Allee, "o

.

gi_'__ .' digtrict:

_‘e.le_ i .‘_ :

He said’he needed "moreease: !
and time for, thought", before act- b

T

‘ N “" : T _. " ',
Parr’s lessing. .2

\ The Rangers: weré"-t'z"aveliniﬁ two'
to a car Tuesday, armed with two
revolgzirs each. S g :
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- HOUSTON; Texas~Three feders
2l judges- Wedne:dar sttdied the
plea of Duval Cdunty Political Boss
George’ H; Parr ‘for. an ‘order en-|
joining Texas Bangens from harm-|’

ing him o¢. violating lus‘eml llher.'

ﬁ@!a e T S o
Pre ' JT?#M Kennérly
a?dle;f‘ gthen eard three hours |
0 argumignt on.the two-day
\trial =of. Capt;'‘Alfred” Allee and
‘Ranger Joe. dge.: Parr contends
‘he feary the Fangers: may kill him. |;
Judge Keninérly gave defense-at- ||
torneys fwg days 'in-which to file |
briefs; - but‘did. not indicate hen
the mﬂwguld rule. £ i)
For thrés’ hours they had hean
alternating stories. of the explosive |
political situation: in’ the™ duchy of |.
szi #1‘— '::)‘;' g ' S

AR

= m\_

{of civil. libertles trom Ne\r York,
ipictured’’ Parr - as 'a’ meek . man
whose rights should ‘be’ pmtected
by court order. = .- ot

. On the other hand:-. Frank
Knapp of Houston and. Jacob- S
‘Floyd of Alice; volunteer-attorneys
for the: Rangers, painted a picture |/
.of the turbulent South Texas situa- |
‘tion and accused Parr of having
violated the- cm]. rights of more

=

Allee and Bndge" twpmvent ‘them
.(rom:;'carmng it ‘ai Tecently-
‘made’ threat- to kil “the plamtlﬂ]
.(Parr)‘ nndem.: certa.m_, clrcum-

the. court, he;came:'to Tt )

the' Pa.r:,case for' two’ reasons::f T
(. One:was because. of his: retamer,
‘he' said: ’l’he other was’ "my great

When he-wss"ﬁrst. contacted he
said, he was reminded he would be |
detendmg a man known as a politi- |
cal boss and it was suggested that |
civil« liberties © needed defendmg
from, the other*pomt ol.' view. “ui H
But.:Hays insisted in* this ‘par- i
ticular case the civil nghts of Parr ’
personally were at stake. ER
Repeatedly’, he referred 0. the.

/s“ PARR; Page 3, Col 4l
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