
Kr. Charles G ,  liarris ...Supcriatendenf, L ~ c ? e ll i i l l  
Independent School C i s t r F c ~  

Route 7 

Tyle r ,  Te::a:: 7:7'32 

r - . 7iais Lz in reiereizce to the mejor i ty  vote 
requirement Eor tile Zhs?el Rill Izdependent School 
D L s C r i c i :  sul>mit tec ' !  to the  Attorney &nerzl  pursuant

Ljccliio.ii5 C3z4 - 1Liic ! l . - * - . I - - -. of 1565. ..xoisrLo -JVL.LLA" iLigI~i;sA c t  
,:-,L~F!.L~ s i o n  zeccivecj o : ~January 24, 1976. i f i~ i lc  
?.x i:z-~e n o t e d  you^ rec;uest Cor expedited consideration, 
:;c I;nve been cr ; i s i , l ( . :  to ~ l v cyou an earlier response 
t o  LLii.3 m.3'itcr. 

1;c havc e o u ~ i d c r c dcarefully thc submitted 
chasl,c to r U j o r i t y  vote requirement and the support-
in2  i n l o z r i r i o n ,  along with Census Bureau data and 
i n Z o ~ m a t i o nand cmnents from other  interested parties. 
2 n r  ane lys i s  rcvcaLs that the at-large election scheme 
Lor i h a p e l  H i l l  Inde2eadent School District includes 
t h e  ::se oE stc?g&erec!terrns and designated posts and 
t11crc g-re s h ~ n i f i c a n tindicaidons that  racial bloc 
votLn; riay exizt. 

been': court decisions suggest that an at-large 
voting aya ten1 td~ic'nincorporates features such as 
numbered posts ,  staggered terms and the majority vote 
rcquirenent T I L ? ~o!~erc?tct o  minirnLze. or  dilute the 
votinz ~ t r c u ~ t i zoLC ~ l i i a o ~ i t ygrou;>s and thus have an 



invidious d i s c r h i n s t o r y  effect. see Nhite v. Regester, 
412 U,S. 755 (1973); 1;'hitcornS v, Chrvis, 4-33 U.S. 124 
(1971); Zirz~crv. l;:c;:c,itl~en, 435 F.2d 1 2 3 7  (5th Cis. 
1973);  -Beer v. United Sta tes ,  374 F. Sup?. 363 (D.2.S. 
1974). In v i c p :  oE these c o u r t  decis ions ,  and on thc 
basis of a l l  the  avai lable  f n c ~ sand clrc~ur~stancec,  
the F , t t o l ~ ~ e yGcnerai is t m a b l e  to conclude, a s  he nlust 
~ ~ l a c l :  R i ~ ! ~ ' i st ict, t h a t  tile iriplementationthe 'Votini; 
02 a majoricy vote requirement w i l l  not have a 
discrinllnatory racial effect on voting rigitts in tlze 
Z h q ~ c lH i l l .  Independent School Dis t r i c t .  On behalC 
of Che A t t o r n e y  Gcncral, I nust ia tcrpose  an objection 
t o  the s ih>~n i t l t c s imajori ty  vote requirement. 

O f  coarse, Sec t ion  5 p c n ~ l i t syou to seek a 
cicc l a r n t o r y  judpeent from the Qist r i c t  Court for the 
E i s t r i c t  of CoimI>ia that the m j o r i t y  vote require-
sent neither i ~ a sthe purpose nor will have the effect 
02 dcuyinz oz a b r i b ~ i n gthe r igh t  to vote on accounk 
eE r2cc. Until such a judgment is rendered by t h a t  
court,  ho\+;evcr, tile lega l  effect  of the objection of 
the Attorney  Gcnczal iz to render unenforceable t h i s  
cflaqe in the method of elect ing members of the 
Bos.:rd of Tru:;tees, Chapel Hill Illdependent School 
L i s t r i c t  , T y l e r ,  Texas.  

S incere ly, 

J. Stanley Pott ingcr 
Assistant Attorney General 

Civi l  Rights Division 


