
-L+LL. Jack S C ~ U ~ Z ~'-. 

Superintendent, P e t t u s  
Independent School District 


P o s t  Office h x  16 
Petzua , T e ~ a s  78146 

Dear PI. Schufze: 


This i a  i n  reference to the imposition of a 

nunbered post  provision and the bilin,wl election 

procedures f o r  the Pettus Indepencient School District, 

j e e  County, T e x a s ,  submitted to the A t t o r n e y  GMeral 

purouant to Section 5 of the Vottng U & t a  A c t  of 1905, 

as amended. Your submission was received on itlarch 6, 

1976. 


The Attorney  General does not interpose a ~ y  

objection t o  the b i l b g u a l  election procedures for the 

Pettus Independent School District. However, we feel 

a responsibiiity to point  out that Sect ion  5 of the 

voting Rights A c t  e ~ ~ r e s s ~ ~ 
provides that the failure 
of the A t t o r n e y  General to object doer, not bar any 

absequent judicial action to enjo in  the eaforcewnt 
of such change. 

In regard to the addition of the numbered post 
voting requirement to the at-large electim oE school. 
board members, after carefully examla* tkra change 
with supporting infotlmatioa and coanrreats fram intsxest-
ed partiea,  as well as analysis of receat court decisions, 
ore are unable to ccmclude, as'wemust under the Votfng 



3izhta A c t ,  ~5-a -L-Lhc k , i , ccs i t io  of the n-iimberzd p c s t  
--,,Lc~{uizenentin tha conCcuC- of the at-large election 
sys.Len 20: t he  school board will ROC ilavc a racially 
dlscr~hinacar-y e l f e c ~ ,  Gur analysis reveals Z * ~ C  
5Se:rican-:j.zsricans cons t i tu te  a substantial proporrion 
oE ci~epopuiat ion 02 tile Peltus Independent Scl~ool  
E i s t r i c t  aad chat there axe signi2icant iadications 
that: bloc vo~ i i l galong ethnic l h c s  exist. t'nder 
such circmstanccs, recent Supzeme Court decisions, 
'io which we fee l  ob l iga ted  to give great weight, 
indicate  that Che combination oE the above featuxes 
r;oulcl have &he effect  02 abridging minority voting
-.... -

I r r i l L s .  Ln ouz analysis we have ,given carer'ui SCL-~~-3 

zing to thc Z ~ C . L O T Beriucia,t=edin White-v. &ester, 
412 U,S. 755 (1973) and i t s  progeny. See, also, 
:.'!im:~crv. Mci!-citl~cn, 435 F.2d 1297 (5th C L r ,  1973) 
m c i  Graves v, Sarnes, 378 F. Supp. 64i)(W.D. T c s ,  
1974). 

i'or the  ZoregoLqg reasons, I ausc on beha12 
of r71~-?.,ctorneyGeneral interpose an objection to 
Lile h p o s l r - i o a  of thc numbered post Eeaeure for 
electia;: schooL board umbers in the Tattus Inde-
2cndent School C i s t r i c t .  Of course, Section 5 
pcrxii t r ,  scc lc in~approval of aLI cl.ranges affectiiir: 
vocrlng by zhc United SCatos Disrrict Court for the 
Dis t r i c t  05 C o b d - i a  irrespective of whether the 
change3 have previously been oubaitted to the Attorney 
General. ibwever, unci.1 such a judgment i s  rendered 
by that court,  Che legal effect o f  the objection by 
the Attorney General is to render the change in 
question legally uncnforcesble. 

Piecse advise us w i t h b  20 days o f  the steps 
L h a l  YOU to tali^ c o m p l ~ ]with th i s  decieion.i ~ t e i ~ d  CO 

Sincerely, 

J. S r a l o y  PoCCinger 
~IssititantAttorney General 

Civil llights Division 


