
Pear Mr. Attomay Gruenlo  

This: is i n  refarsoor, t o  pa?rubntimion t o  dre 
Attor ley &natal  under Section 5 oP tb Vot ing Ughts 
Act o f  1965 clf the kt t o  bappartioa the EZotlse ef 
l&preae~~tatfvtr,appnrvsd by Covemar West October 26, 
1973. Yrrw mhaiaaian was cumplated hc&r 18, 1973. 

We have wnafdered  tbs mtlktttted p l m  a ~ l drupprtiag 
inf~mationoo we11 u data coaplled by rtu Cenrtu Samua 
and infomation and amaatr Qrom htezestad prrrtfes. On 
the basis  of thu Lr~f'anacrfionavailable to w ua are unable 
to conclude that thirr Act b a r  not- have the purpora a d  
w i l l  not b e  the effect of  denying ow obridaing ttoe right 
t o  vote on account of raee. On behl f  of the Attorney 
General I mast, tbrofore, interpore an objeueion to tha 
fnrg1ementatint.r sf th is  kt, 

bar objecthn ir kud apon twa m t r  ID^ thh pUn -
dm sabmr@wnacraf riptfl.a.at crorramtrtrtbm of w e  
vetesa into larga majaritpwhite sar l t i -mada~c)Utrbtr 
and thQ msgniflcatian of tbb d i l u t h  o f  Negro vot ing  
stz~n&rhby the n d e r e d  port anB nejority vote r s q r r i w n t .  
Our objeetlon, therefore, extends to  the antire plu\ h r o h r  
ua it tncorporates t b o ~feattar-. 

cc: Public Fi le  (Rm.920) 



We have prevbu63y reviewed with you the vaxioua 
legal preceden r a  which  obtaid. it: tnulti-merabecr drlstrict, 
::umbered poots, a d majority runoff 8ituatio~-a. The 
aort rece.it cases are Z b l t  v. thexi, No, 71-2649 
(5th Cir. Sept. 12, 1 9 . r s ) h  b a s i & i d  Tutncr v. m i t h e n ,  
No. 71-2221 (5th Cir. Pec. 28, l973), Thare two core* 8rr 
but the latest in a series of c u e s  which h.vc u l s  it e l@u 
that at-luaa elscthnr u e  dbazinincrterp where them fit 
a history +f diaorimination w i n s t  d&ty rrccc and 
the discriai- atf far: h a  had rome residual affect mm>Yambsty 
o f  che minority taca or has had the effect of shaping 
people's attitude8 re that race i a  r factor in politice. 
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discriminrtory effect o f  the nmbered boat system hu been 

We have reauhd our cerurlwioa =Luctantly kc;rw 5 

ve untbrrtrqd fully the cosplexitirlr involved in &~fi;oin$ 
a nrpgortbmunt: p&n which w t r  the nee& of thr-rrtur 
and i t s  citiutnr and, at the t h e ,  cauplLA1) w t t h  the 
mendater of the Tederal Corntinttion and lams. X rlro am 
not d n d f u l  of the efforts auda by the 1eg%8lature, thsw&h 
the county cooabinationr empfopd in e.tab1irhi.q the B i r t x i c t r ,  
ta minimire to tb extent possible the di lutian oceaaforud 
under the mlti-mmber qrtesn. Mmmver, our mmljrsir ahma 
that i n  spi te  of there efforts tbe rsci.lly dfrcrbimtorf 
effecta of the system pmvril u~dwe are petrurrded, there* 
fore, that the Voting Right8 Act requires thir rerult. 



Nor do we believe the Supreme Court' a opinien 
in v. w.410 U.8.  315 (1973), cited in thc 
ruknisrion papers, requises or rupport. a different 
cunclurkon. In that the Court; aimply upheld a8 
not being violative of ehe one parson - me vote principle 
of the equal pmtection reqdxauent of tb. ?ourteanth 
hncgPurt  16% variance clmong dhtr ictr  r rtata 
le&i8&tiramu)polrttanopmt plan, the r ise o f  the w u a  
h.rf.tq h o n  eccaaiuned by tb arrts'r effort to psrurn 
i t 8  munty liner. Nothing in tha o p i n b n  r-ts tbt 
aQher+ncc t o  county liaes in 8uch 8 rerapportlonnr+ot -4 
be rkailruly tolatatad dwre, a4 here, m.trch .rdbrranm 
wuld  hwe the neeeclutjr rffact e f  diluting black w t k g  
strength I n  ~tmanner rejected by tha above cited authotitfcs. 

Of cortrrre, S c c t i a n  5 pesmits yoat tm mdt a 
brtclrrator). jdgmnr:  ihm the DI8triot Court tPr the 
D i s t r i c t  of C e l W  eht: thir p h  neither hrtr the 
-re nor d l 1  have the effect o f  denying or 
the ri&t to  wte on sccstlmt of race. Until such a 
f u d p e n t  i a  rendered by that court, however, the legal 
effect o f  thc obJection of tfw Attorney Cenerrl i s  to 
render ananforceable this reapportionment plm. 
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