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of the Veting Kights Act it {5 incumbent ou the
Attorasy Generzl to determine whether the smmexstien -
eithar {n purpose or effect ~ yesults in wacial dis-
erimination {m veting. Ia mmking this evaluation we
apply the lsgal primciples shich the seurts lmve
devsloped 1{u the same or annlegeus sitwatisa. Nere-
over, it {5 also significgnt that Section 3 emly
prohibits implementation of changes affecting woting
and provides that such changss mxy met be enforced
without yeceivimg prier approval by the Atterney
Ganaral ez by tha Ristrict Court feor the District eof
Celumbis., Our proper esncern then 1is wet with the
wmlidity of the ammaxatisn but with ths cheuges in
woting which procesd fxom it.

In the case of laks Providence, we ean summrisze
out esasideration s follews: The Towm of Lake Previdsace
slects represeatatives te its poverning bedy e am ot-
large basis. Appreximately 158 white veters have
Semn added to the vegistratisa lisgts as a zesult of the
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“Island” anmexatisn, In addition we are swars tfhat
the towa council rsjected g request for smmexaiion frem
the predominantly black area kmown as "“Milltem™ at
the same time the “Island” smnexation was approved
sod that an spplication fxom mnotber black aves

s rejected in 1971. In the case of Lake Providence.
whers registration is substantially svenly divided
between the races, ths addition of a secmingly few
white votars cas have a significant impact on bdlack
voting stremgth. Accerdingly, I sm wmable to certify
as 1 st under Sectiem 5, that the change doas

Bot have a zaclally discriminatory purpose or effect,
Tuarefora, under the Voting Rights Act the Atteorney
General mast vegister an ebjection to its
fmplesentation.

‘ You mey, of course, wish te comsider means

of gccomplishing samsexation which would eveid

producing an imperwiszsible adverse racial impact

on voting, includiag the use of gsingle-membar districts.
fee Petorsburz v. United States (D.C. B. €.) C.A. 50972,
Moracwer, Bactlion 5 psmits seeking approval eof voting
chanzas by the United Statee Pistricr Court for the
District of Columbia irrespsctive of any previous
sultmigsion to the Attorney Gemersl.

As this ausnexation is prasently the gubject of
litigation ia Jeckaon v. jand (W.T. La.) C.A. 15843, 1
an taking the iiherty ef furnishing a copy of this letier
t¢ the Court.

Sinceraly,

DAVID L. NORMAR
Assistaut Attorney Gemeral
Civil Rights Division




