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- Supreme Qourt of the Vnited States
Washington, B. . 20543

' Maxzch 5, 1971

: No. 573 -~ Askew v. Hargrave

Dear Bill:

cC:

Please join me in your proposed per curiam.

Regards,

‘Mr, Justice Brennan
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March lst, 1971

Dear Bill;
In No. 573 - Askew v. Hargrave,
on page 2 of your Per Curiam, line 13,
wounld you mind sdding the following:
Monroe v. Pape is mot in point
for there "the state remedy, though
adeguate in theory, vas not availadle
in preactice.” 365 U.8. at 17h.
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¥r, Justice Brennan
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Recirenlat~d:
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No. 573.—OcTtoBErR TERM, 1970

Ruben Askew et al., On Appeal From the United
Appellants, States Distriet Court for
. the Middle Distriect of

Robert H. Hargrave et al.] Florida.

[March —, 1971]
Per CURIAM.

In 1968, Florida enacted a new law for the financing
of public education through state appropriations and
local ad valorem taxes assessed by each school district.
A section of the new law, § 23 of Chapter 68-18, known
as the “Millage Rollback Law,” provided that, to be
eligible to receive state moneys, a local school district
must limit ad wvalorem taxes for school purposes to not
more than 10 mills of assessed values. Appellees filed
this class action in the Distriet Court for the Middle Dis-
trict of Florida alleging that the Millage Rollback Law
effected an invidious diserimination, in violation of the
Equal Protection Clause, against school children of prop-
erty-poor counties in that 10 mills of ad valorem tax in
school distriets in such couties would produce less dollars
per child for educational purpose than would 10 mills of
ad valorem tax in other counties. A three-judge District
Court entered a summary judgment in appellees favor
upon a declaration that the Millage Rollback Law was
unconstitutional, and enjoined the appellants from with-
holding state funds from any school district by virtue of
the provisions of that Act. 313 F. Supp. 944 (1970).
We noted probable jurisdiction, 400 U. S. 900 (1970).
We vacate and remand.

Clilef Justice

srem: Breunan, J.
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o e To: Thne Cnier Justice
v Mr. Justice Blaclk
E"tu& 2 /Mr. Just'ice Do
Mr. Justice Har
Mr, Justice Sto .
Mr. Justice White
Mr. Justice Mar.. .
Mr. Justice Blaci...:

From: Brennan, J
2nd DRAFT .
Circulateq: ——

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES . . . 7 3./

No. 573.—0OcroBer TErRM, 1970

Ruben Askew et al., On Appeal From the United
Appellants, States District Court for
v the Middle Distriet of

Robert H. Hargrave et al.} Florida. ’/(}

[March —, 1971]

Per Curiam. (p

In 1968, Florida enacted a new law for the financing W
of public education through state appropriations and
local ad valorem taxes assessed by each school district.
A section of the new law, § 23 of Chapter 68-18, known
as the “Millage Rollback Law,” provided that, to be
eligible to receive state moneys, a local school district
must limit ad valorem taxes for school purposes to not
more than 10 mills of assessed values. Appellees filed
this class action in the District Court for the Middle Dis-
trict of Florida alleging that the Millage Rollback Law
effected an invidious discrimination, in violation of the
Equal Protection Clause, against school children of prop-
erty-poor counties in that 10 mills of ad valorem tax in
school districts in such counties would produce less dollars
per child for educational purposes than would 10 mills of
ad valorem tax in other counties. A three-judge District
Court entered a summary judgment in appellees favor
upon a declaration that the Millage Rollback Law was
unconstitutional, and enjoined the appellants from with-
holding state funds from any school district by virtue of
the provisions of that Act. 313 F. Supp. 944 (1970).
We noted probable jurisdiction, 400 U. S. 900 (1970).
We vacate and remand.
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3rd DRAFT

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATESlatei‘-i~ o
- Recireuln® =~ - =&

No. 373.—OcroBER TERM. 1070

Ruben Askew et al., On Appeal From the United
Appellants, States District Court for
(AN the Middle District of

Robert H. Hargrave et al.] Florida.

[March -, 1971]

Per CrUriayM.

In 1968, Florida enacted a new law for the financing
of public education through state appropriations and
local ad valorem taxes assessed by each school district.
A section of the new law. § 23 of Chapter 68-18, known
as the “Millage Rollback Law,” provided that, to be
eligible to receive state moneys, a local school district
must limit ad valorem taxes for school purposes to not
more than 10 mills of assessed values with certain excep- /
tions. Appellees filed this class action in the District
Court for the Middle District of Florida alleging that the
Millage Rollback Law effected an invidious discrimina-
tion, in violation of the Equal Protection Clause, against
school children of property-poor counties in that 10 mills
of ad valorem tax in school districts in such counties would
produce less dollars per child for educational purposes
than would 10 mills of ad valorem tax in other counties.
A three-judge District Court entered a summary judg-
ment in appellees’ favor upon a declaration that the Mill-
age Rollback Law was uncounstitutional, and enjoined the
appellants from withholding state funds from any school
district by virtue of the provisions of that Act. 313 F.
Supp. 944 (1970). We noted probable jurisdiction, 400
T. 8. 900 (1970). We vacate and remand.
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Supreme Qourt of ﬂfe Tnited States |
Waslington, B. . 20543

CHAMBERS OF =
JUSTICE POTTER STEWART

March 2, 1971

No. 573 - Askew v. Hargrave

, I am glad to join the Per Curiam
~. you have circulated in this case.

- Sincerely yours,
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Supreme Gourt of the United States
Washington, B. €. 20543

CHAMBERS OF
JUSTICE BYRON R. WHITE

March 2, 1971

Re: No. 573 - Askew v. Hargrave

Dear Bill:
Please Jjoin me.

Sincerely,
Vo

Mr. Justice Brennan

Copies to the Conference

NOYA dIDNaoddTd

D NOLLDTTIOO TH

Q@ LATEDSANVIAL XY

SIAL

B T TRD ADY AT CONCRTSS



| |

(o E

) 1 ;

Supreme Qonrt of the Hinited States S

Waelington, B. . 20543 S

=

. CHAMBERS OF : N o

JUSTICE THURGOOD MARSHALL March 3, 1971 ;

o

§ <

®)

O

.

™

A

Re: No. 573 ~ Askew v. Hargrave !
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Dear Bill: 3
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Please join me in your per curiam. E
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Sincerely, F O
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Mr. Justice Brennan 4
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Mareh 2, 1971

“e: Nos 573 - Askew v, Hargrave

Desr Bill:
“lease join me in your proposed “exr Curiam.

Sincerely,

H.4A,.B.

Wy, Justice Bramnsn

e¢: The Conference
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