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¥z. Dobert 3. Lawranos, I¥.
Shalemar
Begalnsa Cherter Cammissicn

321 Rurh Rsbisgtec Perkwwy
Bogalusa, bciﬁm Toh27

Jear Mr. Lawreonce:

This is iz response to your sabmisszior of
the Proposed Bome Rile Charier for the City of
Bogalusa, lLouisiang purseant tc Sectioc 5 of cthe
Voring Rights Act of 1965.

O the bazis of pur review and snalysis
of the submisgion, with the exgeption of Sectioc
2=U1 of Arzicle 11, the Acting Attorney Qeceral
does net {nterpose an sbjection to the changes
invsived. Witk respect to these changes, we foel
2 responsibility to point out that Sectien 3 of
the Voting Rights Act expresily provides thar sur
failure te chiject doas not bar any subseguent
Judicisl actics to snjoin the eanforeement of
these scts should such action becsue necessery.

Saction 2«01 of Axrticle II Tequires thar
esndidstes for City Coumcil weet gualify for a
particulay distric: even though they must run at-
iaxge. Our analysis has shows thset wheras thare 43
facreasing participation in the poclitissl process
by the blsck commmiry, as o Bogalasa, the wriliza-
tion af vesidency reguirsments in an at-larzs slsetion
gystan, vhish reqries snly & pluralitry fer electisa,
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haz the affect of dilutiag the potantial for sdnerity
electors to alect candidazas of their choice. This
resul: 13 even mcre prevalsrt wheo a state, such as
lLoulsians, has 2= sati-sisgle shot (full slats)
woting Tequizenent.

Recent court decisions desling with wotinsg
issues of this nature, sod to which we feel obligated
to give great waight, indicazs that the mme of
residency requirements wnder sircumstances swch as
those involved here haz the affect of sbridging
ninozity wotiesg rights. v. ther
(C.A. 5, Bo. T1=2645, Sept. 12, 1973); ¥hite v.

Razester, 37 L.Ed. 24 315 (1973); ¥hjiteomb v. Chavis,
4C3 U.5. 124 QQ971). .

£

Thesa ecases alsc suggest that a stats sad its
politicel subdivisions which utilize an at-large woting
systex way have a- affirmative duth to elimiaate or
sufficiently modify that systex of elsction to ilasure
that minority groups will be fairiy represanted ia the
electioa process. '

G0 the dasis of these cour: decisions end all
the svailable facts asd circumatances, the Acting
Attorney General 1s unable to ecuclude, a5 he amst
uwnder the Voting Rights Act, that the change inveolving
the implmmeatation ¢f residency regquireseacs in an
at-larze slection system will not have g discrizina-
tory racial effect ov voting. Therefore, the Acting
Attorney Geanaral smst incerpese a- sbjection to ths
isplamentatior of Section 2«01 of Artiele I1. JNowsver,
whils objecting to the superisposition of a residescy
requirensnt wpcn an slection systam with pre-existing
at-larzs, full 3late and pluraliry features, W wish
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to pulnt cuwt that the Acting Attaortney Geceral does =0t
f{atarpose any objeetica to Sextion 2«02 sad, more
specifically, to those provisions establishing the
five elsectian discricts for Begalusa.

81 cowrse, s provided Lor By Section 3, you
have the alternative of institautiog an aetion in ths
Baited Btatas Pistrict Court for the PDistrict of
Coluxdia for g declaratory jodgoment that the change
does nor have the puxposs and will not have the
effec: of danying or abridging the Tight to wots oz

secount of race or ¢olor.

$iacerely,

J. STANLEY POTIINGER
Assistans Attorney General
Civil Rights Pivision




