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Mr. Harry li&on

City Attomsy

City of Ocilla

Post Office Box 145
Ceilla, Georgiz 31774

Dear Mr. Mixomn:

This is in refgrence to the July 1, 1975,
Tesolution of the Gity Coumcil which increased the
local qualificatica fses from $15.00 to §125.%0
for mayoral candidates and from $13.00 to §100.0Q
for aldermenic candidates, submitted to the Attornsy
Genaral pursuant to Ssction 5 of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. Your submission wis received on
August 8, 1975,

An exaaination of our records indicates that
in 1973 you submitted & similar £iling fee increase
to thae Attorney General pursuant to Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, 42 U.5.C. 1973¢. By s
letter dated June 22, 1973, (copy enclosed) this
Department advised you that an objection was being
interposed to the propaosed increass. As we indicated
in that letter, incrsased filing fees, particularly
whers there are 5o alternative meaons of qualifying
for eoffica, necessarily falil with far greater weight
on Negro sandidites im Ccilla., We rsached that coo-
clusion becduse of the substantially differeat
economiic levels of the rices in the comexmity. Ve
£ind nothing in this submission which would lead to
8 different conclusion with respect to the filing
fees presently wmder review, Norxr do we find the
city's interest ia defraying election expenses and
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eliminsting 3 ¥ locs caadidates to be 30 eompealling
23 to justifyithe slverse racial gffect of the fee
facTease. See Bulleck v. Carter, 435 U.S. 134 (1972).
Yor thase reascas, o behalf ef the Attorney General,
I sust interpose an objection to the chinge ian filing
fees occasioned by the July 1, 1975, resolution.

'0£emn.aprwtdcdiy$utim5ywm
the right to sesk 8 declaratory judgment from ths

- United Ststes Distriet Couxt for the Dletrict of
- Columbia that this filing fae incresse has neither

the purpose nor the sffect of decying or abridging
the rizht ¢o vote o accouant of race or coler.
Bowever, until such a judpoeat is rendered by that
court, the lagal effect ef the odjection by the
Attorney Ceneral is to reader :hc proposed incrasse
legally unenforceabls.

S8incersly,

J. Stanley Pottinger
Asslstant Attorney Cenersl
‘civil Rights Division



