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donorablae Philip R. Taylox
Chairman, Board of Elections of

Macon/Dibb County, Georzia
Macon, Georgia 3},201

Dear Mr. Taylor:

, This is in reference to Act No. 112 (H.B. No. 1024)
| of the 1975 Georgia General Assembly, to the polling
place change for the Viaeville MNo. 10 Precinct, and

to the City of Macom May 13, 1975, Rsapportionment

; ~ Ordinance, subaitted to the Attoraey General pursusnt

to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. These
submissions were rvsceived on May 19, 1975. In accordance
with your request, expedited consideration has been given
to the submigsions pursuant to the procedural guidelincs
for the administration of Section 5 (28 C.F.R. §51.22).

Based upon a careful examination of the infoxmation
; you have furnished, demographic dstz realating to the
! City of liacon and Bibb County, and a review of all other
ralevant facts available, the Attorney Genersl does not
: interpose an objection to Act Ko. 112 (H.B. Ho. 1024)
~ of the 1975 Georgia General Assembly, or to thse polling -
place change for the Vinevillas No. 10 Precinct, Never-
i theless, we fesl 3 responsibility to point out that
Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 expressly
provides that the failure of the Attorney Genazxal to
object does not bar any subsequent judicial action to
enjoin the enfoncement of such changes
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while the Attorney Genaral does not object to the
abuve changas, we axe unable, however, to reach a like
conclusion with respect to the City of Macom May 13, 1975,
Reapportionment Ordinance, Our analysis shows that this
Ordinance would provide & fivewward plan with 51.33% and
52,624 black majoritiss, rvespectively, in Wards 3 and 4.
Our analysis also shows that Wards 3 and 5 are oddly
shaged in 2n elongated manney’ in such a way as to contain,
along with Ward &, a8 portiof of the City'’s black residential
arcas and & gignificant number of thae City's white residen-
ticl sreas. Thare appears to be no particular justifiable
govenumental iaterest served by the size and location of
these warda. Thus, we sl conclude that this plan does
not satisfy Fifteenth Amenduent consideratioms undex
recent court decisions where cowmparable election systems
have been found to be invalid where tha effect of their
use is to minimize or c&ncel out the wvoting strength of
racial minorities. Ses, e.f., White v. Regaster, 412 U.S.
755 (1973); Petexrsburz, v. United States, 410 U.S. 562
(19/3),; aff’y 354 ¥. Supp. 1021; Turner v. Mckeithen,
456 F. 2d 131 (5th Cir. 1973),; Zimcer v. dcKeithen, 433
¥. 2d 1297 (5th Cir. 1973); Yelverton v. Driggers, 370
F., Supp. 612 (H.D. Ala. 1974); Pitts v. Busbee, No. C/4~
Lu6da (M.b. Ga. Jume 2, 1975).

Ouzr analysls also shows that blacks constitute &
subatantial minority of the population in the City of
Hacon, but have little chamce of electing a candidate of
their choice under the City Ordinance's system of electioms.
Co the other hand, Act No. 112 (H.B. do. 1024) of the 1975.
Georgla General Assenbly, demcunstrites the availability of
an alternative that does not have that effect. In this :
regard, we note that Act No. 112, ¢o which we today iater-
pose no objection, by providing Zive fairly drawn wards
with 60.0Z% and 65.62ZL dblack msajoricies, respectively, in
Wardas 3 and 4§, couplaed with the districc-widas electiom of
two out I three Aldermen in each ward, gives blacks,
voting as a group, & wuch greatar potential for electing
candidaces of their choice than does the May 13, 19735,
Oxdinance. Undar these circumstances, we cannot concludse,
as must under the Voting Rights Act of 1965, that the
implemeniaticn of the City of Macom May 13, 1975,
Reapportionment Orxdinance will not bave & racially dis~
criminatory effact. I must, therefore, on behalf of
the Attormey General, interpose an objection to said
Ordinance.
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Of course, as provided by Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, you have the alternmative
of ingtituting action in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia geeking a declaratory
judgmeant that said Ordinance does not have the purpose
and will not have the effect of denying or abridging the
Tvight to vota on account of race Or color.

Sincerely,

J. Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division




