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L. Laned L. #udlay . )
Lurerinteadont AUG 6 ‘]976
sdaland locependent Sehwol

wistrict
0z Lorek .. Bcrast
Cawland, Gexas 79761

Tidds 18 in referauce to the chanee tc nubareld post
aas rajority votsw resuirenents for the eloction of the Lioard
uf “rastecs of tihe idland Independent Bohool tistrict,
Hildlead, Tezas, subnlited to the Atterney Sonsral pursaant
to Goction 5 of the voting nigiits Act of 1Y§5, as amendad,
Your sulrisalen was corpleted on June 7, 157§.

Ve have given caroful considerastion te the tuforuation
turnished by you and to coumeats fror: interested pertics.
e bhe boals of our annlyeis of tals inforwvation auld of
re¢ievant juaiciel decisions, we are unable to concludez, as
we st under the Voting xights act, that these reruireorests
will not kave a discririnatory effect on the basis of
race, cclsr, or yarbershieo in a lancuace winority groug.,
I-. thls reyard, we have nroted the atated purpose of the
nuslered o8t reculrenent to prevect single shot wotiug
and that raclial kbloc voting appears to exist In the riastrict
(sec vurnsieon v. Zuott, 336 . Supp 23t, 212 n, ¥ (L.D.H.C,

_avecordingly, eon kehalf of tue Attorney Caneral, 1
mugt intarposge an chbjsctlon to the isplenentation of the
nwibered posts and majority vote reguirements for the
¢lection of the Eoard of wiustees of iidland Independent
School fistrict. I note that although the evidence with
regard te raciul bloc voting is, to soma extant, conflicting,
the procedural guldelines for the adsinistration of Seoctlon o
rxovide, "I{ the evidcnee as to the purpose or effsct of
the channe is conflicting, and the ittcrney “cncral is
wnable k0 resclve the conflict within ths 60 day period,
ne shall, consistent with the alove-deacrided burden of
vrocf applicable 4n the I:istrict Court, enter an cbjeciion
and so iotlfy the subndtiing authority.” 3: C.P.R. 51.18.
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Cf course, as‘Ercvided by Section 5 of the Voting
iignts sct, you have the right to seek a declaratory judg-
nent from the bListrict Court for the tistrict of Colunbia
that thess changes neither have the purpose nor will have
the effect of denying or arridgine the right to vote on
account of race, color, or menmbership in a language ninority
grougp, Until such judgrent is rendered by the Court, however,
the effect of the objection by the Attorney General is to
make the changes in question legally urenforceable.

Sincerely,

J. Stanley Pottinger
2ssistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Divislon



NOV 131978
Mr. Charles Tighe
Attorney
Midland Independent School
District

Cotton, Bledsoce, Tighe,
Morrow and Dawson

Suite 1930, Wilco Building

Midland, Texas 79702

Dear ifr. Tighe:

This 18 in reference to your request for
reconsideration of the objection pursuant to
Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, as amended,
to the numbered post and majority vote requirements
for the election of Trustees to the Midland Inde-
pendent School District of Midland €ounty, Texas.
The objection was interposed on behalf of the
Attorney General on August 6, 1976; your request for
raconaideration was recaeived on September 11, 1973.

We have reviewed the information provided and
we have reanalyzed the information previously available
to us, As our August 6, 1976, letter indicated, our
objection at that time was based primarily on our in-
ability to concluda that racial bdloc wvoting 414 not
exiat in the Midland Independent School District.
Having now had the opportunity to reevaluata the
information available to us, including the rasults
of the 1977 and 1978 elections we do not concluds
that racial blcec voting exists in the Midland
ISD elections to such an extent as to provide the
necessary baasis for a continued objection to the
implementation of the majority vote and numbered
posts requirements. Accordingly, on behalf of the
Attorney General, I hereby withdraw tha objection to




the numbered post and majority vote requirements
for the election of Trustees to the Midland Inde-
pendent School District. However, 1 feel the
responsibility to point out that Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act expressly provides that the
failure of the Attorney General to object does
not bar any subse%uenc judicial action to enjoin

the enforcement of such changes.

Sincerely,

Drew S. Days III
Agsisgtant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division .



