SEP 231974

Mr. Joshua Pretlow, Jr.
City Attorney

Post Office Box 1037
Suffolk, Virginia 23434

Dear Mxr, Pretlow:

This i3 in reference to the consolidation of
precincts in Suffolk, Virginia, submitted to the
Attorney General pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965. Your submission was received on
July 23, 1974.

The Attorney General does not interpose any
objection to the consolidations which result in the
new Airport Precinct and the new Kings Fork Precinct
nor to the location of the polling place in the new
Kings Fork Precinct. However, we feel a 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 subsequent judicial
action to enjoin the enforcement of such a change.

With respect to the location of the polling
place for the new Airport Precinct, we have considered
carafully your supporting materials, as well as informa-
tion received from private citizems. Information received
by us from blacks reveals opposition to the new polling
place; they allege inconvenience to voters in the exercise
of their franchise and that the new site will impose an
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inordinate burdem upom the black votars in the old
Plsasant Hill-Saratoga Precinct. We also wmaderstand
that thers is no publie tramsportation to the new
polling place, that wmany black votsrs traditionally
walkad to the polling place in the 0ld precimct and
that mot all of the voters ia the old precinet have
sufficisat privats transportation to enable them to
vote, dus to the increased distance to the polls,

Section 5 of tha Voting Rights Act allows the
implemintation of changes such as thoss hers involved
if the United Statss District Court for the District of
Columbis or the Attorney Gemeral detammines that such
changss do not have a racially discriminatoxry purpose
or effact. A3 provided im Sectiom 31.19 of the
Genexal's procedural guidelines (28 C.F.R. 51.19), the
submitting surthority has the burden of prevef in such
mattears. While wve have weighed carefully all the
information befors us, we cammot conclude that ths
polling place changs to the Stemibac Liumbex Compeny
w111 not have the effesct of denying or abridging the
right to vots om accoamt of race or color. Consequently,
om belalf of the Attornsy Gemerzl I must interpess am
objection te this polling place changs.

0f course, as provided by Sectiom 5 of the
Voting Rights Act, you have the right to seek a
declaratory judgment from the Unitsd States District
Court for the District of Columbis that the polling
place changs neither has ths purpese nor will have
the effsct of dexying or adridgiag the right to vote
om accownt of rics. However, watil and umlsss such
a8 judgment is obtained, &hponiupheochnpmiu
uasnforcsable

Sincerely,

J. STAMLEY POTTINGER
Assistant Attorney Gensral
Civil Rights Divisiom




Mr. Jacob L. Woodward

tecretary, Suffolk Electeral
Board

Pcst Cffice Eox 13561

tuffolk, Virginia 23434

Dear Mr. Woodward:

This £s fn respocase to your lettor dated
Eeptember 25, 1974, and rveceived on Septemdber 30,
1974, I your letter you requested racomsideratioa
by the Attormey General of his September 23, 1974,
objection to the location of the polling place for
the new Alrport Precinct on the basis of additional
information and pursusant to 28 C.F.R. §51.23, In
ac-ordance with your request, expedited consideration
has been given to this submission pursuant to the
procedural guidelines for the administration of
tection 3 (28 CoF.R. ’51022).

Ve have mads & re-evaluation of the polling
place locstion ia viev of additiocnal f{aformation .
received by this Department from city officials ia
our peeting with the delegation froz Suffolk on
Cctober 2, 1974, Cur re-evaluation im this matter
slso considered the views of responsible black
citizeas in the City of Suffolk. In coasiderstion
of thase factors the Attorney Gensral will adt {mposs
any further objection te your submission of July 23,
1974, and the objection to your submission in my letster
of September 23, 1974, 1is heredy vtdulun
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However, we feel a 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 subsequent judicial action to
enjoin the enforcement of such change.

Sincerely,

J. STANLEY POTTIRGER
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division



