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E. GRADY JOLLY, G rcuit Judge:

Resi dents of Union Parish, Louisiana appeal the dism ssal of
their vote dilution challenge under § 2 of the Voting Rights Act to
a redistricting plan for electing parish police jury nenbers, a
pl an t hat continued to provide two bl ack-majority districts instead
of expanding to include three. The district court found that the

plaintiffs failed to prove that the African-Anreri can popul ati on of



the parish was sufficiently geographically conpact to support an
additional black-majority district and, alternatively, found that
the plaintiffs had failed to prove that African-Anericans in Union
Pari sh have | ess opportunity than other nenbers of the electorate
to participate in the political process and el ect representatives
of their choice. At the close of the case, the plaintiffs filed a
motion for the district judge to recuse hinself. The notion was
filed under 28 U S.C. § 455(a), § 455(b)(4), and § 455(b)(5)(iii),
alleging that the wife of the federal judge was enpl oyed as a state
assi stant district attorney in the office that was representing the
def endant s. The district judge declined to recuse. Because we
find no error in the district judge's findings with respect to the
merits of this case and because we find no abuse of discretion in
his declining to recuse hinself, we AFFIRMthe judgnent.
I

Union Parish is a political subdivision of Louisiana, whichis
governed by a ni ne-nenber Police Jury. Each nenber is elected from
one of nine, single-nenber electoral districts. According to the
2000 Census, Union Parish has a population of 22,803 persons --
69. 8% of whomare white and 27. 9% of whomare black. O that total
popul ation, there are 16,952 persons of voting age -- 73.2% are
white and 24. 8%are bl ack. The 2000 Census showed a 10. 2% ncr ease

in the total population of Union Parish.? The increase was

This increase apparently was not equally observed across
racial lines; over that same tinme period, African-Anerican
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greater in sone geographical areas than others, which resulted in
popul ation inequities anong the nine districts. A redistricting
was thus required to satisfy the one person, one vote
constitutional standard. Consequently, the Police Jury and the
School Board hired David A. Creed, executive director of the North
Del ta Regi onal Pl anni ng and Devel opnent District, Inc., to assist
themin re-apportioning the district.

Creed prepared fourteen different proposed redistricting
plans. In twelve of these plans, two of the nine districts were
majority black -- the sane nunber as under the old plan. Two of
t hese plans contained three majority-black districts, albeit only
marginally.?2 The Union Parish Police Jury ultimtely adopted a
plan that mintained the existing arrangenent of having two
maj ority-black districts. The adopted plan reflected only m nor
changes to the district boundaries under the old plan. I n
particular, Police Jury i ncunbents remained in their sane districts
and the districts that were mjority-black under the old plan
remai ned so under the new one.

Foll ow ng the parish’s adoption of this plan, the plaintiffs
(“the Plaintiffs”) in this action brought this suit against the

menbers of the Police Jury (“the Defendants”), who were sued in

popul ation increased by only 0.2%

’2n each of these two proposed plans, the third mnority-
majority district only had African-Arerican popul ati ons of 53.97%
and 51.44%



their official capacity as nenbers of that body. The Plaintiffs
are African-Anerican citizens of Union Parish who are registeredto
vot e. In addition, one of the Plaintiffs, WIllie Sensley, is a
current nmenber of the Police Jury, representing District 1. The
Plaintiffs alleged that the redistricting plan adopted by the
Parish violates § 2 of the Voting R ghts Act of 1965, 42 U S.C. 8§
1973, because, by creating only two i nstead of three majority-black
electoral districts, it dilutes the voting rights of African-
American citizens of the Parish.

At atrial held on July 30, 2003, both parties presented the
testi nony of fact and expert wtness in support of their positions.
The district court took the case under advisenment and found in
favor of the Defendants on August 14, 200S3. Specifically, the
court found that the Plaintiffs had been unable to nake the
required threshold showi ng of “geographical conpactness” under

Thornburg v. G ngles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986). In the alternative, the

district court found that their case still would fail under the
totality of the circunstances test outlined in G ngles because the
Plaintiffs failed to prove that under the adopted redistricting
pl an, African-Anericans “would have |ess opportunity than other
menbers of the electorate to participate in the political process
and el ect representatives of their choice.” 42 U S. C. § 1973(b).

The Plaintiffs assert three points of error. First, they
contend the district court erred in concluding that the African-
Ameri can voting age popul ation was i nsufficiently conpact. Second,
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they argue that the district court erred in concluding that the
redistricting plan did not dilute the voting rights of the African-
Anmericans. Finally, they assert that the district judge abused his
discretion in failing to recuse hinself.
|1
A
W first turn to the contention relating to the nerits:
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, as anended, provides that: “No
voting qualification or prerequisite to voting or standard,
practice, or procedure shall be inposed or applied by any State or
political subdivision in a manner which results in a denial or
abri dgenent of the right of any citizen of the United States to
vote on account of race or color....” 42 US C. 8§ 1973(a). To
establish a 8 2 violation, nenbers of the protected class nust
denonstrate that, based on the totality of circunstances, they
“have |less opportunity than other nenbers of the electorate to
participate in the political process and to elect representatives

of their choice.” 42 U S. C 8§ 1973(b); see also G ngles, 478 U S

at 47 ("The essence of a 8 2 claimis that a certain el ectoral |aw,
practice, or structure interacts wth social and historical
conditions to cause an inequality in the opportunities enjoyed by
bl ack and white voters to elect their preferred representatives.").

In G ngles, the Suprene Court held that a court shoul d anal yze
a 8 2 claimunder a two-part framework. First, plaintiffs nust
satisfy, as athreshold matter, three preconditions. Specifically,
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“[t]he mmnority group nust denonstrate that: (1) it is
sufficiently large and geographically conpact to constitute a
majority in a single-nenber district; (2) it is politically
cohesive; and (3) the white majority votes sufficiently as a bl oc

to enable it -- in the absence of special circunstances -- usually

to defeat the mnority's preferred candidates.” dark v. Calhoun

County, Mss., 21 F.3d 92, 94-95 (5" Cir. 1994). Failure to

establish all three of these elenents defeats a Section 2 claim

Teague v. Attala County, Mss., 92 F.3d 283, 287 (5" Cir. 1996).

Second, if the preconditions are proved, plaintiffs nust then prove

that “based on the totality of the circunstances,” they "have | ess
opportunity than other nenbers of the electorate to participate in
the political process and to elect representatives of their
choice." dark, 21 F.3d at 94 (quoting 42 U S.C. 1973(hb)).

This court reviews de novo the |egal standards the district

court applied to determ ne whether Section 2 has been violated.

N.A. A CP. v. Fordice, 252 F.3d 361, 364 (5" Cir. 2001). However,

because Section 2 vote dilution disputes are determ nations
"peculiarly dependent upon the facts of each case that require an
i ntensely | ocal appraisal of the design and i npact of the contested

el ectoral nechanisns,” we review the district court's findings on
the G ngles threshold requirenents and its ultimte findings on
vote dilution for clear error. |d. at 364-65, (quoting G ngles,

478 U. S. 30, 79) (quotations renoved). W thereby “preserve[] the



benefit of the trial court's particular famliarity with the
i ndi genous political reality wthout endangering the rule of law.”
Gngles, 478 U.S. at 79. “[A] finding is clearly erroneous when
al though there is evidence to support it, the reviewng court on

the entire evidence is left with the definite and firm conviction

that a m stake has been nmade.” Houston v. Lafayette County, M ss.,

56 F.3d 606, 610 (5'" GCir. 1995 (quoting Anderson v. Cty of

Bessener Cty, 470 U S. 564, 573 (1985))(quotations renoved).

B

At trial, the parties stipulated that the second and third
G ngles preconditions are net in the present case. Thus, the
question before the district court was whether the Plaintiffs were
able to establish the first Gngles precondition: that the
African- Aneri can population in Union Parish is “sufficiently | arge
and geographically conpact” to constitute a majority of the voting
age popul ation in three single-nenber districts. Gngles, 478 U. S.
at 50.

I n support of their position, the Plaintiffs offered at trial
two proposed redistricting plans prepared by their expert. Each of
these plans featured alternative redistricting configurations
wherein a third majority-mnority district, D strict 6, was
creat ed. Under these reconfigurations, District 6 wwuld have a
total African-Anerican voting age popul ati on of 50.5% and 50. 1%
respectively. After analyzing these proposed plans, the district
court concluded that the Plaintiffs were able to satisfy the size
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el ement of the first G ngles precondition, i.e., they had proven
that the African-Anmerican voting age popul ati on of the parish was
| arge enough to constitute a majority of three configured el ectoral
districts. However, the court concluded that they were not able to
satisfy the “geographical conpactness” elenent of that sane
precondition. Accordingly, it dismssed their case.

The Plaintiffs contend this conclusion was clearly erroneous.
They argue that the district court’s conpactness analysis was
i nappropriately narrow, alleging that it focused primarily on the
shape of District 6 when it should have inquired nore generally
into whether the reconfigured district had “take[n] into account
traditional districting principles such as maintaining conmunities

of interest and traditional boundaries.” Abrans v. United States,

521 U. S. 74, 92 (1997) (quotations renpoved). The Plaintiffs note

that in Lafayette County, this court criticized a district court’s

narrow application of the conpactness standard. There, we stated:

The first Gngles precondition does not
requi re sone aesthetic ideal of conpactness,
but sinply that the black population be
sufficiently conpact to constitute a majority
in a single-nmenber district. Mor eover, the
gquestion is not whet her the plaintiff
residents' proposed district was oddly shaped,
but whether the proposal denonstrated that a
geographically conpact district could be
dr awn. Thus, although the edges of the
plaintiff residents' proposed district |ook
ragged in places, this does not automatically
mean failure to neet the first Gngles
precondi ti on.

56 F.3d at 611 (citations and quotations renoved).



The Plaintiffs contend the district court in this case
commtted a simlar error, concluding that District 6 was not
geogr aphically conpact on the basis of its shape al one.

First, we should note that to the extent the Plaintiffs are

suggesting that Lafayette County stands for the proposition that

the shape of a district is irrelevant, they are msreading the

case. For while Lafayette County may have nmade it clear that a

conpactness determ nation should not hinge on the shape of a
district, the shape of a district certainly cannot be disregarded
in a conpactness inquiry. In Gngles, the Suprene Court held that
establishing a Section 2 violation required a plaintiff to prove

that a mnority population is “geographically conpact” enough to

constitute an additional district. 478 U.S. at 50. That is,
“[ Section] 2 does not require the state to create, on predom nantly
racial lines, a district that is not reasonably conpact.” Abrans

v. Johnson, 521 U S. 74, 91-21 (1997) (quotations renoved); see

al so Bush v. Vera, 517 U S. 952, 979 ((1996) (“If, because of the

dispersion of the mnority population, a reasonably conpact

majority-mnority district cannot be created, §8 2 does not require
a mjority-mnority district....”) (enphasis added). As the
geogr aphi cal shape of any proposed district necessarily directly
rel ates to t he geographi cal conpact ness and popul ati on di spersal of
the mnority community in question, it is clear that shape is a
significant factor that courts can and nust consider in a Gngles

conpactness inquiry.



The district court inthis case gave appropriate weight to the
shape of the district here. Contrary to the Plaintiffs’ inplicit
contention, the district court’s determnation did not rely only on
the fact that the proposed additional majority-black districts were
not “aesthetically” conpact. To be sure, the district court did
find the shape relevant, but only insofar as it was indicative of
t he non-conpactness of the mnority population in those proposed
districts. Moreover, the district court grounded its concl usi on on
a nunber of additional factors, including that both proposed
additional majority-black districts separated distinct communities
and disrupted rel ationshi ps between incunbents and constituents,
whi ch had exi sted over the years and continued to exist under the
Def endants’ new pl an.

As we have noted, we owe deference to the district court on
these factual issues and none of these findings appear clearly
erroneous to us. As the district court indicated, the primry
obstacle the Plaintiffs face in crafting three “reasonably conpact”
maj ority-black electoral districts is the uneven geographical
di spersal of the African-Anerican population in Union Parish.
Specifically, in Union Parish, the African-Anmerican population is
|argely grouped in three distinct |ocations: in the west-
northwestern portion of the parish, in the Towm of Marion (in the
nort heastern portion of the parish), and in the Town of Farnerville
(in the southern center of the parish). O these three areas,
however, only two -- the west-northwest corner of the Parish, and
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the Town of Farnerville -- have |arge enough African-Anerican
popul ations to constitute a majority of an electoral district that
has sonme senbl ance of a center. And, under both the adopted and
former districting schene, these two areas conprise their own
Police Jury majority-black electoral districts -- Districts 9 and
1, respectively. The Town of Mrion also contains a high
concentration of African-Anmericans of voting age. No one di sputes,
however, that its nunbers are too small by thenselves to constitute
a mpjority of an electoral district centered around it.
Inlinewiththisreality, both proposed plans crafted a third
maj ority-black district by renmoving the Town of Marion, in the
northeastern section of the parish, from District 2 and also
carving a portion of Farnerville, in the southern center of the
parish, out of District 1. These two areas of highly-concentrated
Afri can- Aneri can popul ati on, which are roughly 15 mles apart from
one anot her, were then |inked together by a narrow corridor of |and
toforma newDistrict 6. This narrow corridor was carefully drawn
to avoid areas of higher Caucasian popul ation concentration so as
to ensure that African-Anericans remained a mgjority in the

proposed district.? The result in each proposed plan was an

3The concentration of African-Anericans in the west-northwest
corner of the Parish is too far fromeither of the other two areas,
i s separated by too many preci ncts of high Caucasi an concentrati on,
and in any event, does not contain enough of a surplus of African-
Americans of voting age from which to draw additional African-
Ameri cans. Accordingly, it remains untouched under each of the
Plaintiffs’ proposed pl ans.
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irregularly-drawn District 6 whose extended and di storted shape --
resul ting specifically from excluding non- bl acks whi | e
si mul taneously addi ng “excess” blacks from other comrunities --
constitutes strong evidence that the black mnority popul ations
contai ned therein are not “reasonably conpact.”*

But, as noted, the shape of the proposed districts is not the
only factor suggesting that the African-Anerican population is
insufficiently conpact to support three mgjority-mnority el ectoral
districts in Union Parish. As the district court pointed out, in
order to connect these two towns together, the Plaintiffs were
required to ignore traditional districting principles such as
mai ntai ning communities of interest and traditional boundaries.
See Abrans, 521 U.S. at 91 (“[T]he 8 2 conpactness inquiry should
take into account traditional districting principles such as
mai ntai ning communities of interest and traditional boundaries.")
(quotations omtted). For exanple, the district court noted that
recrafting District 6 required the Plaintiffs to |unp together two
groups of African-Anerican citizens who were from two distinct
communities -- the Towns of Marion and Farnerville -- which are

separated by considerable distance (approximately 18 mles) and

“The popul ation di spersal of one of the resulting districts
resenbles an electoral barbell: two areas of heavy African-
Anmerican concentration situated at each end and a narrow and
sparsel y-popul ated rural corridor running approximately 18 mles
bet ween these two communities, connecting themtogether. At sone
points, this corridor appears to be less than a half-mle w de.
The ot her proposed District 6 is | ess narrowoverall, but nmuch nore
narrow in parts, with sone portions only a city block w de.
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share few community interests. |In addition, each of the proposed
plans split the Town of Farnerville in half, ignoring that
traditional nunicipal boundary and disrupting the core of the
preexisting electoral district (a black majority district), which
had recogni zed that boundary.?® Finally, because both of the
proposed pl ans require the serious reshapi ng of several Police Jury
districts located in the central portion of Union Parish, the
existing rel ationship between i ncunbents and constituents woul d be
significantly disturbed.

For these reasons, the district court’s conclusion that the
Plaintiffs failed to prove that the African- Anerican popul ati on of
Uni on Parish was insufficiently conpact was not clearly erroneous.
Because the failure to satisfy each of the G ngles preconditions
defeats a Section 2 claim we AFFIRMthe district court’s di sm ssal
of the Plaintiffs’ vote dilution clainms.® Teaque, 92 F.3d at 287.

11

W now turn to the Plaintiffs’ contention that the district
j udge who heard this case, Robert G Janes, abused his discretion
by failing to recuse hinself under 28 U S.C. § 455(a), 8§ 455(b)(4)

and 8§ 455(b)(5)(iii). The Plaintiffs raised this objection

SOne of the proposed versions of District 6 split the town of
Marion in two as well.

®Because we have concluded that the district court commtted
no clear error in finding that the Plaintiffs had failed to neet
the G ngles threshold, we do not need to address the court’s
alternative holding that the Plaintiffs failed to prove vote
dilution under a G ngles totality of the circunstances anal ysis.
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followng the district court’s entry of judgnent against them
after discovering that Judge Janes’ spouse was an Assistant
District Attorney in the office of District Attorney Robert Levy,
whose office also represented the Defendants in this case.

A motion to disqualify brought under 28 U S C. § 455 is
“commtted to the sound discretion of the district judge.”

Chitimacha Tribe v. Harry L. Laws Co., 690 F.2d 1157, 1166 (5" Cir.

1982). And, accordingly, this recusal notion will be reviewed for

abuse of discretion. VWi nberger v. Equifax, Inc., 557 F.2d 456,

464 (5'" Cir. 1977). Courts should take special care in review ng
recusal clainms so as to prevent parties from“abus[ing] 8 455 for
a dilatory and |litigious purpose based on Ilittle or no

substanti ated basis.” Travelers Ins. Co. v. Liljeberq Enterprises,

Inc., 38 F.3d 1404, 1409 n.8 (5" Cr. 1994). Chi ef Justice
Rehnqui st has noted, when considering a request for his own
recusal, that *“a federal judge has a duty to sit where not
disqualified which is equally as strong as the duty to not sit

where disqualified.” Laird v. Tatum 409 U S. 824, 837 (1972).

A
As noted, the Plaintiffs identify three statutory bases for
their recusal notion: 28 U.S.C. 8§ 455(a), 8§ 455(b)(4), and 8§
455(b) (5)(iii). Under 28 U S.C. 8§ 455(a), “Any . . . judge
of the United States shall disqualify hinself in any proceeding in
which his inpartiality m ght reasonably be questioned.” Courts
have interpreted this statute to require recusal if a reasonable
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person, knowi ng all of the facts, would harbor doubts concerning

the judge’'s inpartiality. Liljeberg v. Health Serv. Acquisition

Corp., 486 U. S. 847, 860-61 (1988). 1In conducting this review, we
must ask how these facts would appear to a “well-inforned,

t hought ful and obj ective observer, rather than the hypersensitive,

cyni cal, and suspicious person.” U.S. v. Jordan, 49 F.3d 152, 156
(5" Cir. 1995). Moreover, courts should be cautious and
discrimnating in reviewng recusal notions. As the Seventh
Circuit has noted:

A thought ful observer understands that putting
disqualification in the hands of a party,
whose real fear nmay be that the judge w il
apply rather than disregard the law, could
introduce a bias into adjudication. Thus the
search is for a risk substantially out of the
ordi nary.

In re Mason, 916 F.2d 384, 385-86 (7" Cr. 1990), cited with

approval in Jordan, 49 F.3d at 156.

In examning this question, we first note that there is no
evidence of any direct connection between Judge Janes and this
case. He has no direct financial interest in the outcone nor does
he have any rel ationships with any of the parties that woul d cal
his inpartiality into question. Ms. Janes simlarly |acks any
di rect connection or direct financial interest inthis case. There
is no social relationship between her and any parties to this
matter, including District Attorney Levy. Nor does Ms. Janes, in

her position as assistant district attorney, have any prof essi onal
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connection to the case.” Finally, it is undisputed that she has no
financial or other interests directly at stake in this case.

Not wi t hst andi ng Judge Janes’s | ack of any direct interest in
this case, either personally or through his wife, the Plaintiffs
nevert hel ess contend that Judge Janes (through Ms. Janes) stands
indirectly to benefit fromthe outcone of this case. Specifically,
they point to Ms. Janes’s position as an at-will enployee in the
office of District Attorney Levy, arguing that this status creates
an incentive for her to ensure that District Attorney Levy -- her
enpl oyer -- is successful in this case.® They assert that a threat
to Ms. Janes’s job security would | ead a thoughtful observer to

gquestion Judge Janes’s inpartiality in deciding this case.

'Her duties within that office are linted solely to crim nal
prosecution of donestic violence and sex crine cases; she currently
does not play and has never played any role in representing the
Uni on Parish Police Jury or advising District Attorney Levy or any
other attorneys in his office on matters related to the Police
Jury. This role is assigned to, and exercised exclusively by,
Assistant Civil District Attorney S. Andrew Shealy, who was
appoi nted by Levy to serve as | ead counsel in this case. Moreover,
in Ms. Janes’ position as prosecutor of donestic violence and sex
crimes -- alnost all of which take place in another Parish (Lincoln
Parish) -- her only client has been the State of Louisiana; she has
never represented Union Parish in any matter.

8The Plaintiffs also allege that political aninpbsities exist
bet ween Sensley and District Attorney Levy and that know edge of
t hese ani nosities woul d, for a reasonabl e observer, rai se questions
about Judge Janes’s inpartiality. What ever the nature of these
all eged political differences, however, they are far too attenuated
to inplicate Judge Janes’s inpartiality. To the extent that they
exi st, they exist between Sensley and Di strict Attorney Levy -- not
bet ween Sensley and Judge Janes or even Sensley and Ms. Janes.
Accordingly, we see no reason why they raise any questions
regardi ng Judge Janes’s inpartiality in this case.
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Thus reduced to its essence, the Plaintiffs are contending
that when an immediate famly nenber is an at-will enployee in the
office representing a party, the inpartiality of the judge is
called into question. This court, however, has rejected a sim|lar

argunent in Wi nberger, where we recogni zed that a relative s nere

at-will enploynent relationship with an agency or law firm
representing a party before a district court judge in a particular
case is insufficient to require a judge to recuse hinself.
Wei nberger, 557 F.2d at 463-64. There, we held that a district
j udge was not required to recuse hinself where the judge’s son was
an associate in a law firmrepresenting a party to the litigation
but had no involvenent in the litigation at issue. Id. W
concluded that the son’s interest as an associate in the law firm
was too renote to require disqualification under the “reasonable
man” standard of 28 U . S.C. § 455(a). 1d. Here, as the district
court noted, there is even a | esser need for recusal given the fact
that, unlike the law firm context, the famly nenber here has no
direct financial interest in the outcone of the case. Accordingly,
it appears Judge Janes did not abuse his discretion in refusing to
recuse hinself under § 455(a).
B

For siml ar reasons, it does not appear Judge Janes abused his
discretion in refusing to recuse hinself under 8 455(b)(4) or 8§
455(b) (5) (iii). Both of these statutes require recusal when a
judge or his spouse has a financial or other interest in the case
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that could be substantially affected by the outcone of the

proceedi ng. Financial interest is defined as “ownership of a |l egal
or equitable interest, however snmall, or a relationship as

director, adviser, or other active participant in the affairs of a
party....” 28 U S.C. 8§ 455(d)(4). However, “where an interest is
not direct, but is renote, contingent or speculative, it is not the
kind of interest which reasonably brings into question a judge’'s

partiality.” In re Drexel Burnham Lanbert, Inc., 861 F.2d 1307

1313 (2d Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U S. 1102 (1989).

Here, the Plaintiffs nake argunents simlar to their at-wll
argunent s above. They do not contend that the outcone of this case
will directly affect any interest -- financial or other -- of Judge
Janes or his spouse. Instead, they argue that the outcone of the
case coul d possi bly have an indirect inpact on Ms. Janmes’ s ongoi ng
status as an enployee at the district attorney’'s office. However,
they are only able to nake this argunent by |ayering several
specul ative prem ses on top of one another to reach a specul ative
conclusion: if District Attorney Levy loses this case, it mght
adversely affect his political popularity; and if it adversely
affects his political popularity, he m ght |ose his next election;
and if he |l oses his next election, Ms. Janes m ght |ose her job if
the newdistrict attorney chose not toretain her. This edifice of
conjecture will not support an objective conclusion that Judge

James has a financial interest in the outcome of this case.
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Simlar conclusions regarding recusal under 8 455 have been
reached by other courts presented with simlar facts. See, e.d.,

Wi nberger, 557 F.2d at 456; In re Kansas Public Enployees

Retirement System 85 F.3d 1353, 1364-65 (8" Cir. 1996) (finding

no abuse of discretion in denial of recusal where, inter alia,

during pendency of |itigation judge s daughter accepted defendant’s

offer of enploynment as associate attorney); see also Hunt v.

Anerican Bank & Trust of Baton Rouge, 783 F.2d 1011 (11" Cir. 1986)

(holding that a judge's law clerk’s acceptance of an enpl oynent
of fer made by a firmrepresenting a party before that judge did not
require recusal as that clerk was not participating in the case in
gquestion). C. Jordan, 49 F.3d at 156-58 (holding that judge
abused her discretioninfailing to recuse herself in crimnal case
because of judge’'s friendship with attorney whom defendant had

accused of crimnal actions). See generally Judicial Conference of

the United States, Commttee on Codes of Conduct, Adv. Op. 60
(April 16, 1979, revi sed May 27, 1994), at

http://ww. uscourts. gov/ qui de/vol 2/ 60. ht m . For these reasons, we

find no abuse of discretion hereinthe district judge's concl usion
that his inpartiality could not reasonably be questioned.?®

CONCLUSI ON

¢ note that it would have been hel pful if the judge had nade
a statenent to the parties concerning his wife's enploynent (even
if he m ght have reasonably thought that nost of the people in this
smal |l parish knew of his wife's job) and her noninvolvenent in
Police Jury matters.
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In sum we conclude that the district court did not commt
clear error in finding that the Plaintiffs had failed to satisfy
G ngles’ “geographically conpact” precondition. In addition, we
hold that the district judge did not abuse his discretion in
refusing to recuse hinself. Accordingly, the district court’s
judgnent is in all respects

AFF| RMED.
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