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ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL

4 " Brepartment of Justice =
' - Wlashington, D.C. 20530
— April 6, 1976

. MEMORANDUM FOR: Philip W. Buchen
Counsel to the President
The White House

The Attorney General has asked me to provide you with
a description of an objection entered under the Voting Rights
Act dealing with annexations to the City of San Antonio,
Texas, and a proposed response for questions on the subject
which are anticipated during the President's visit there
on April 8, 1976.

On February 2, 1976, the City of San Antconio completed
submission of a group of 23 annexations for the Attorney
General's consideration urncder the provisions of Section 5
of the Voting Rights Act. The Act was exterded to cover
Texas last year, and its coverage provisions were expanded
to include protecticn for language minority groups. Any
change affecting the elactoral process enacted since
November, 1972, may not be enforced wder this Act until
approved either by the Attorney Ganeral or the District
Court for the District of Columbia.

Thirteen of the annexations in guestion were objected
to on behalf of the Attorney General by my letter of April 2,
1976, a copy of which is attached. The reascn for the cbjec-
tion is that the addition of over 50,000 perscns to the city,
most of them Anglo, had the effect® of reducing the percentage
. of Mexican-American pooulation and therefore the electorate
in a legally-significant manner. The effect of such annexa-
tions on the electoral system must be evaluated in light of

- *The Act proscribas any change which has the "purpose or
Teffect" of denying or abridging the right to vote on account
Oof race, Our decision in this case was not based on purpose.
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the other aspects of the system. In San Antonio, the nine-
member council is elected at-large to mumbered posts with
a majority requirement. It presently is made up of two
Mexican-Americans, one black, and six Anglo members. The
population of San Antonio is slightly over 50 per cent

© Mexican-American, but among those registered Anglos
predominate. A 1972 decision by a three-judge court ruled
that at-large elections of the San Antonio delegation to
the Texas General Assembly violated the voting rights of
Mexican-Americans notwithstanding this bare population
majority. ,

Under the Voting Rights Act, as a matter of law a
submitting jurisdiction (not the government) must sustain
the burden of proving that the change in question will not
abridge or dilute the voting rights of the minority
voters. The Attorney General cannot lawfully approve
annexations which under all the electoral circumstances
could have a decisive and dilutive effect on an electorate
with a history of ethnic and racial bloc voting. However,
the Justice Department's objection can be met merely by
adopting a system of single-member districts to replace
the at-large elections. If San Antonio can show that the
facts are different from those we have been given by them,
they can also seek reconsideration of the Attorney General's
decision under the regulatory guidelines. If they believe
that our view of the law is incorrect, they may chalienge
it in court. (Frankly, ocur view cf the law has been
moderate, so we usually win in court challenges, but this is
not always so--cf. Beer v. U.S., involving New Orleans.)
The adoption of single-merber districts was chosen as an
adequate remedy in similar circumstances by the cities of
Petersburg, Virginia, and Charleston, South Carolina.

: In our view, a fair application of the law compels
this result, and a contrary ruling is almost certain to
invite litigation against the Department. Indeed, a
district court suit is already pending on this same issue,
but the court has stayed litigation pending the Department's
ruling.

J./Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division
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Mr, James M, Parker

Clty Attorney o !
City of San Aatonio

Post 0Qffice Dox 2066 -

San Antonio, Texas 78285 ¢

Dear Mr. Parker: . . L e ey

This is In reference to the November, 1974, City

Charter Amendments, changes in City desizmated polling

places, and 23 amnexaticna to the Clty of San Antonio,
Texac, suvbmitted to the Attorney CGeneral pursuant to
Section 5 of the Voting Righte Act of 1905, as amended,
Youxr submigsion was completed oa Februaxy 2, 1976,

Lhe Attorney General does nct interpose any
tions to the polling place chanzes or the City
Chovter Amzndments. HNowever, we Zcel a responsibility

int out that Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
des that the failure of the Attorncy
3 tjcct does not bar any subsciuent judicial
action Lo c.jo;n the cnfoxcement of these changes.

In examining the annexations subnitted underx
Secticu 5 of the Voting Rizhts Aect, it is incumbent
for the Attorney CGeneral to determine whether the
snnexations, cither in purpose or eifect, result in
voting digcriminatica cgainst racial or laaguage
minorities, Cux proper coincern is not with the
validity of the annexations as suchh but with the
changes in voting wnich proceed ifrom.them-
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With respect to San Antonio specifically, we note
" that "the population of the City prior to the annexations
here under submissicn, in November, 1972, was 53,1%
Mexican-American, 38% white-Anglo, and 8.8% black and
. other races, The City's nine-member governing council
is elected at-large, with numbered posts and a majority
requirement., In November of 1974, a proposition to
amend the City Charter to provide for a system of ward
representation was defeated by the City electorate.
However, our examination of election results by precincts
indicates the proposition was favored overwhelmingly in
predominantly Mexican~-American and black precincts,

Facts available to us show that the annexations
under submission expanded the City by 65 square miles
(a 25% increase) and 51,417 persons, approximately
three-fourths cf whom were white-Anglo, The enlarged
City is 51.1% Mexican-American, 40.4% white-Anglo, and
8.5% black and other races. Thus, after the addition of
the substantial and predominantly white~Anglc populatiocn
involved in several of these 23 annexations the pro-
portional strength of Mexican-Americans necessarily has
been reduced, even though Mexican-Americans still ave
a bare majority of the populaticn. It is our under=-
standing that the present City Council is composed of
two Mexican~American members, one black, and six white=-
Anglos. : '

We have considered carefulily all the information
submitted, along with pertinent Census data and infor-
mation and comments from other intcrested parties, On
the basis of our review, the Attorney General will not
object to 10 of the annexations submitted, 1/ As to

1/Annexations nos, 224, 225, 233, 234, 235, 236, 238,
939, 240 and 242, :
\_)fg.-Fb;;o
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‘these our analysis shows that they involve uninhabited

areas or populations the effect of which would be

de minmus or not adverse to minority voting strength,
However, with regard to the other 13 annexations 2/ we
cannot conclude, as we must under the Voting Rights Act,
that they, when coupled with an at-large,majority vote,
numbered post system of City elections, in which racial-
ethnic bloc voting exists, do not have the effect of
abridging the right to vote of affected minorities in
San Antonio., Cf, Citv of Richmond v. Unjited States,

376 ¥, Supp. 1344 (D, D.C, 1974), 422 U.S, 358 (1%63).
City of Petersburg v, United States, 354 F. Supp. 1021

(».D.C, 1972), aff'd 410 U.S, 962 (1973), Accordingly,
I must, on behalf of the Attorney General, interpose an

" objection to those 13 annexations.

I would emphasize that this objection relates ounly
to the voting changes occasioned by the annexaticns., As
the Court in the Richmond and Petersburg cases, supra,
have indicated, one way to remedy this 31tuarvon would
be to adopt a system of fairly drawn single-member wards,
Should that occur the Attorney General will recon¢ ider
the matter upon receipt of that information,

[ 4

Of course, as provided by Section 5, you have an
alternative of instituting an action in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia for a declara=-
tory judgment that the annexations do not have the
purpose and will not have the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of race or color
or in contravention of the guarantees set forth in
Section 4(£)(2) of the Voting Rights Act,

R ‘ ' - . Sincerely,

J. Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General
-Civil Rights Division

3 .

'\

2/Anncxations nos, 220, 221, 222, 223, 226, 227 228,
229. 230. 231. 232. 237 and 241
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Suggested Response

' I am aware that the Voting Ricjhts Ac£ has recently

~ campelled the Attorney General to object to thé effect on
voting of certain annexations to San Antonio because of
their effects on minority voters. The Department of Justice
has assui'ed me that its decision was ndt based on a findjng
c;f inteni:ional discrimination, and I know that no such
finding would be proper here. However, the Act also requires

objection where there is a dilutive effect on language

mincrity voting, and the applicable court decisions
- prescribe a fairly rigid test. I also understand that it is
possible to meet the Justice Department's objections by
modif.ying San Antonio;s at—largé system of electing its
council members so that they are elected on a district-by-
district basis. It is also poséible for San Antonio to
test the correctness of the Attorney General's ruling in
court.

As I indicated when I signed the Voting‘ Rights Act
extension last yeaf,* I believe that the Voting Rights Act

has helped us guarantee the right to vote ‘to all eligible

*Phe President's statement is attached in the event someone
asks him about it.




citizens. I know all of us share that view, and I am sure
" that working together we can achieve this goal with as little

disruption as possible to the San Antonio election system.

s




REMARKS OF TEE PRE3ID
AT THE SIGHING OF
THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT

ENT

THE ROSE GARDEN

AT 12:09 P.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Vice President, distinguished
members of the Congress, and other distinguished guests:

I am very pleased to sign today H.R. 6218, which
extends, as well as broadens, the provisions of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

The right to vote is at the very foundation of our
American system and nothing must interfere with this very
precious right. Today is the tenth anniversary of the
signing by President Johnson of the Voting Rights Act of
1865, which I supported as a member of the House of Repre-
sentatives. ’

‘ In the past decade the voting rights of millions
and millione of Americans have been protected and our system
of government has been strengthened immeasurably. The bill
- I will sign today extends the temporary provisions of the Act
for seven moie years and broadens the provisions to bawx
discrimination against Spanish-speaking Americans, American
Indians, Alaskan natives and Asian Americans.

Further, this bill will permit private citizens,
as well as the Attorney General, to initiate suits to protect
the voting rights of citizens in any State where discrimination
occurs. There must be no question whatsoever about the
right of each eligible American, each eligible citizen to
participate in our elective process. The extension of this
Act will help to insure that right. :

I thank the members of the Congress, I thank

their staffs and I thank all the others who have been helpful
in making this signing possible.

END : (AT 12:12 P.M. EDT)

Lol K &ér/
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NOTE: Mr. Buchen received oniy

-Tab A.
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Bepartment of Justice
* Mushington, D.C. 20530

April 8, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR Gerry J. Jones

Special Assistant to the President
The White House

The material at Tab B was sent Wednesday to Phil
Buchen for the President's benefit in respornding to possible
questlons on a controversial Votlng Rights Act ruling effect-
ing San Antonio. This afternoon, in a meeting with Senators
Tower and Bentsen, and with Congressmen Krueger and Casey
from San Antonio, new information has been develcpad which
the President may wish to have in the event of questicns.
(The San Antonio press was invited by the Senators o today's
meeting, and will be writing about it for tomorrow, the day
of the President's visit.)

A new suggested response fcr the President is
attached at Tab A and has been dictated to your secretary.

s 4 >~
» " e
. / —
Sy

J. Staiﬁey Pottinger
Assistant Attornsy General
Civil Rights Division
Attachments

OC: Philip W. Buchen

PI S - - /F\‘?L—‘}j‘\

; I was advised that you were out of town today and o |
: that this material was to go to Gerry Jones.

* Stan

BCC:‘ Doug Marvin (FYI) (\L—‘ 1)

JSP:slj
. File/




New Suggested Response

Thursday, April 8, 1976

I -am aware that the Voting Rights Act has recently
compelled the Attorney General to object to the effect on
voting of certain annexations to San Antonio because of
their effects on minority voters. The Department of Justice
has assured me that its decision was not based on a finding
of intentional discrimination, and I know that no such
finding would be proper here. However, the Act also requires
objection where there is a dilutive effect on language minority
voting, and the applicable court decisions prescribe a fairly
rigid test.

I also understand that it is possible to meet the
Justice Department's objections by mcdifying San Antcnio's
at-large system of electing its council members so that they

are elected on a district-by-district basis. , i

The Justice Department informs me that in‘a meeting
with San Antonio officials and Senators Tower and Bentsen yester—
day, the government learned that the City Council here strongly
favors single-member districts, and that efforts are now under
‘way to attempt to achieve them and remove the objection to the
annexations. I have confidence that the Department will make

every effort to make these negotiations successful.
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Washington, D.€. 20530 -

..April 6, 1976

- MEMORAWDUM FOR: Philip W. Buchen

Councel to the President v A
.The White House ’

"The Attorrey General has asked me +o provide you with
a fescription of an objection entered under the Voting Rights
Act dealing with annexations to the City of San Antonio,
Texas, and a proposed response for questions on the subject
which are anticipated during the President's visit there
on MApril 8§, 197G.

On Fc—:bruary 2, 1976, the City of San Antonio completed
subnission of & group of 23 annexations fcr the Attorney
General's consideration urder the provisions of Section 5
of the Voting Rights Ict. The Act was extended to cover
fexas last yezr, 2nd its coverage provisicns were expanded
to include protecticn for language minority groups. AW

hanie affecting the electoral arcceeb en=zcted sincs
Novembaer, 1972, mav not be enforced under thi
pproved either by the Attorney General or th
vt for the District of Colxrkia.

hirteen cf the zancxations in guestion were chiesctad
to on behalf of tre Attcrr.vy General by my letter of Arril 2,
107¢, & ccpy of which is attechad. The reascn for the cajec-
tion is that the addition of cver 50,000 parscns to the city,
most of them Anglo, had the effect® of reducing the percentage
of bmicam-}.memc,an pooulation and therefore tbe electorzate
in a legally-significant manner. The effect cf such annexa- 3
tions on the electoral system st be evaluated. in lignt of

5 £
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'I‘h° Act proscribes any r.hame which has the "purpose or ‘/ugf ‘g-,vi
2 ‘eff‘o\,t.“ ci denying or abridging the richt to vote on account \ é;‘
Of xace, OLD: decision in this case was not based on purpose.
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the other aspects of the system. In San Antonio, the nine-
momber council is elected at-large to numbered posts with :
a majority requirement. It presently is made up of two
Mexican-Americans, one black, and six Anglo meambers. The
population of San Antonio is slightly over 50 per cent
¢ Mexican-American, but among those registered Anglos
predominate. A 1972 decision by a three-judge court ruled
that at-large elections of the San Antonio delegation to
the Texas General Assembly violated the voting rights of
Mexican-Zmericans notwithstanding this bare population
majority.

Under the Voting Rights Act, as a matter of law a
submitting jurisdiction (not the government) nust sustain
the burden of proving that the change in question will not
abridge or dilute the voting rights of the minority
voters. The Attorney General cannot lawfully aporove
amnexations which under all the electoral circumstances
ocould have a decisive and dilutive effect on an electorate
with a history of ethnic and racial bloc voting. However,
the Justice Despartment's cbjection can be met merely by
adopting a system of single-msirber districts to replace
the at-large elections. If San Antonio can show that the
facts are different from tlhose we have been given by them,
they can also seek reconsideration of the Attorney Gzneral's
decision under the requlatory gquidelines. If they believe
that our view of the law is incorrect, they may challenge
it in court. (Frankly, cur view of the law has been
moderate, so we usually win in court challences, but this is
not always so--cf., Beer v. U.S., involving New Orleans.)
The adoption of single-menber districts was chosen as an
adeéquate runsdy in similar circunstances by the cities of
Petersburg, Virginia, and Charleston, South Carolina.

; In our view, a fair application of the law compels

this result, and a contrary ruling is almost certain to )
invite litigation against the Department. Indeed, a

district court suit is already pending on this same issue,

but the court has stayed litigation pending the Department's

xuling.

J.”/Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attornsy General
Civil Rights Division
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" This is in reference to the November, 1974, City
Chartoer Armendments, changes in City Lesiundted noll-n“
pleces, and 23 smmexaticna to the City of San Antoaxo,
Texac, submitted to the Attorney CGa2neral pursuant to
faction 5 of the Voting Righto Act of 1905, as amended,
Youw submission was completed oa Februaxy 2, 1976,
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L a respeusibi

o point out that Section 5 of the Voting Rizats Ac
OYpT0"°1Y provides that the £ailure of the A“Lornc'
fevieial o cijact does not bar any subsedsueat Jou ia
acticn Lo cnjolin cthe endoxcement of these changes,

In examining the anaexations submil tcd under
Secticn 5 of the Voting Rizhts Act, it is incumbent _
for the Littorncy Genexal to LbL““minC whother the N
annexations, cither in purpose or eifect, result in
voting diseriminaticn yghiaou Ldﬁkﬂl or laaguage
minoritices, Cun proper coacern is not with the : :
validity of the ennexations as suci but with the
chianges in voting vwalch proceed Lrem.them-
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1y
canding that the present City Council is composed of
two Mexican-American members, one black, and six white<
anglos., Y L : : S
e have considered carefully all the information
sibmifrod, along with pertinent Census data and infor-
1d comments from other interested parties. On
pasis of our review, the Attorney General will not
¢ct o 10 of the annexations submitted, 1/ As to

Aw' " itions nos, 224, 225, 233, 234, 235, 236,
1 a'_ﬂd 2420

".
L]

\
) o.
e .
: Witl rvespect to San Antonio specifically, we note
“fhat "the population of the City prior to the annexations
here undor submission, in November, 1972, was 53.1%
Mexican-/ncrican, 38% white~Anglo, and 8.87% black and
ofher races. The City's nine-member governing council
i elected at-large, with numbered posts and a majority
vegquirenent, In November of 1974, a proposition to
amend the City Charter to provide for a system of ward
representation was defeated by the City electorate.
However, our examination of election results by precincts
s cates the propesition was favored overwhelmingly in
predominantly Mexican-American and black precincts,
| . .
v#o1e available to us show that the annexations

mder subrission expanded the City by 65 square miles

{a 25% increase) and 31,417 persons, approximatcly

hree~fourihs of whom were whitc~5nflo. Thc enlarged
City l¢ 51.0% llexican-~American, 40.47% wdie-Anglo, and
§.5% 11';r and othexr races, Thus, after the addition of
the substontial and predonlnhﬂtly white-Angle poptlation
fnvalved in several of these 23 annexations the pro-
portional strength of Mexican-Americans necessarily has
bHeoan reduced, even though Mexican-Aniericans still are
&-bace wajority of the populaticn., It is our under-

\
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these our analysis shows that they involve uninhabited
areas or populations the effect of which would be

de minmus or not adverse to minority veting strength,
However, with regard to the other 13 annexations g/ we
cannot conclude, as we must under the Voting Rights Act,
that they, when coupled with an at-large,majority vote,
numbered post system of City elections, in which racial-
ethnic bloc voting exists, do not have the effect of
abridging the right to vote of affected minorities in
San Antonio. Cf., City of Richmend v, United States,

316 T, Suppy 1344 (D. D.C. 1974), 422 U,5..358 (1¢ 03)
City of Petersbhburz v, United States, 354 F. Supp. 1021
(D.b.C, 1972), aff'd 410 U.S, 962 (1973). Accordinzly,
I must, on behalf of the Attorney General, interpose an '
"objection to those 13 annexations, ;

I would emphasize that this objecticn relates only
to the voting changes occasicned by thaagnexaticns, As
the Court in the Richmond and Petersburs cases, suvra
have indicated, one way to remedy this situation vould
be to adopt a system of fairly drawn single-member wards,
Should that occur the Attorney General will reconsider
the matter upon receipt of that information.

Of course, as provided by Section 5, you have an
alternative of instituting an action in the United Sbateé”
District Court foxr the District of Columbia for a declara-
tory judgment that the annexations do not have the
purposc and will not have the effect of denying ox
abridging the right to vote on account of race or color
or in contravention of the guarantees set forth in
Section 4(£f) (2) of the Voting Rights Act,

. g - Sincerely, A FORy

J. Stanlcy Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General

-Civil Rights Division

2/Annexations nos, _uO ?“1 ?22, 223, 226, 227 2“0,

-




e O

Suggestad Response

I am aware that thz Voting Rights Act has recently

. campelled the Attorney Ceneral to object to the effect on

voting of certain annexations to San Antonio because of

their effects on minority voters. The Department of Justice
has assured me that its decision was not based on a finding
of intentional discrimination, ad I know that no such

finding would be proper here. However, the Act also requires

- objecticn vhere there is a dilutive effect on language

mincrity voting, and the ar rlicable court decisions
prescribs a fairly rigid test. T also understand that it is
possible to rizst the Justice Dcpm:tment‘s objections by
nxiifying San Antonio;s at-largé systen oif electing ifs
council menbers so that they are elected on a district-ib-
district basis. It is a8lso possible for San Antonic o
est the correciness of the attomey Ger.e.ral'é ruling in
court.

- As I indicated when I signed the Voting‘Rights Act
ez;ii'bnsion jast year,*'I believe that the Voting Rights Act

has helped us guarantee the right to vote to all eligible

*The President's statement is attached in the event someone
asks him about it.
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cit_:izens. I know all of us sharé that view, and I am sure
" that working together we can achieve this goal with as little
.’éisruption as possible to the San Antonio election system.

’
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- 5 REVARKS OF TEE PRZ3IDENT
o AT THL SIGUING OF
. THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT

THE ROSE GARDEN

AT 12:09 P.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Vice President, dlstlngulshed
membcra of the Congress, and other distinguished guests:

I am very pleased to sign today H.R. 6219, which
extends, as well as broadens, the prov151ons of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

The right to vote is at the very foundation of our
Anerican system and nothlng must interfere with this very
pre01ous right. Today is the tenth annivers ary of the
signing by President Johnson of the Voting Rights Act of
1965, ublﬂh : suppo“tcd as a member of the House of Repre-
sentative

In the past decade the votina rights of millions
and millicne szericans have been protectad and our systen
of govcrnm;aL has been strengthened immeasurably. The bill
"I will sign today extends the temporary provisiens of the Act
for seven moie years and broadens the provisions to bar
discriminaticn ag ainst Spanish-speaking Americans, American
Indians, Alaskan natives and Asian Americans.

Further, this bill will permit private citizens,
as well as the Attorney General, to initiate suits to protect
the voting rights of citizens in any State where discrimination
occurs. There must be no question whatsoever about the
right of each eligible American, each eligible citizen to
participate in our elective process. The extension of this
Act will help to insure that right. - :

: I thank the members of the Congress, I thank
their staffs and I thank all the others who have been helpful
in making this signing possible.

-

END ; AT 12:12 P.M. EDT)
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ASSISTANT ATTCRNEY GENERAL j %/

telling him that he would hear £ram the Department next week.

- Bepartment of JJustice
_ / Washington, B.C. 20530
JSP:slj .
: File June 11, 1976

Chron

- MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Re: 'San Antonio-=-Congressman Krueger

I returned Congressman Krueger's call. He said
that he was wondering where the Department stocd on the
San Antonio reconsideration, and hoped that he could sit
down with you again in the erent that the Civil Rights
Division does not recammend a reversal of the earlier
decision. He said he then got word that Senator Tower
had requested such a meeting also. (I have sent a note

to that effect to you already.) He said that if such

a meeting takes place, he could talk to you then. .

I told him that we hoped to make a
recomrendation to you next week, that if we fourd a basis
for reversing our decision, we would do so, and I assumed
no meeting would be necessary. In the event we found no
basis to recommerd a reversal, I told him that I would
recammend that a meeting with affected parties be scheduled,

- although I could not confirm such a meeting because that

depernded on your schedule. He said he understood.

He said that if a meeting is to go forward,

he would agree not to notify the press or have them present,

ard hoped that in light of our discussion on press policy

-.at the last meeting, that would enhance the possibilities

for having a meeting. I told him that I thought it would,
and thanked him for his cooperation. :

It was a cordial conversation which ended by my

prA

Ao
¢ Stanley Pottinger
AsSistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

CC: Jim Turner

BCC: Gerry Jones

Mike Corley



RECORD OF TELEPHONE COMMUNICATION

Calﬁng Party: Michael Hebert (Senator Lloyd Bentsen's office)
‘Received by: Michael Corley, Attorney, Voting

Date & Time Received: June 21, 1976 4:10 P.M.

Place Involved: San Antonio Annexation - Objection

Date of Incident:

Details:
~Mr. Hebert (who I know from previous meetings in

this matter) called to find out why Senator Bentsen had
been summoned to see the Attorney General tommorrow at
11:00 A.M. He wanted to know if the City of Samn Antonio
had requested the meeting. I told him yes. [Hebert,
and perhaps Bentsen, seemed to be in the dark about the
entire matter]. Hebert wondered if Senator Bentsen
would be allowed to speak in the City's behalf., I said
the Attorney General would be conducting the meeting
personally and I didn't know what procedures would be
followed. He asked whether the Attorney General would
-make or announce a ruling at the meeting. I told him
the Attorney General would make a final ruling but I
couldn't speculate on what form or when it would be,
Hebert advised he would be attending the meeting with the
Senator,

Action Being Taken:

Additicnal Action Requested:

urner
Weinberg/Hunter/Hancock/Jones
Corley

Invest. File

Distribution:
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The Hon. Lila Cockrell and Dr.
Jose San Martin let on amidst
heavy media splashes that they’re
in the 1977 mayor’s race but the
real story is there may not be a city

election next year.

So Lila and the Doc, in the sense that noboedy
needs candidates for a non-election, may be put-
ting first things second.

It’s even conceivable that Mayor Cockrell could
find herself frozen in place as our First Lady for
five or imore years.

With guy s like old Unele Sam Rohde right there
beside her at the City Council table throughout,

Blame this weird and almost incredible turn of
events on the swamis, the gurus and assorted
wet-behind-the-ears dum-dums of the U.S. Qe-
partnient of Justice.

* % *
IT '\l g, STARTED last year when 8
was put under the federal Voting Rights Act.
~ Now the Justice Dept. had a right to go back
and review the city’s massive annexations of 1972
Of epurse, San Antonio’s main idea in '72 was to
grab several outlying belts of real estate before

they terped into autenomous bedroom burgs .

sti »mi'ng in the way of eity expansion and prgs
' “ plan will hau fo meet with Pogligers approsal

Ao the LN jot and tile.

nr‘u\\

7

It was alse nice to udd vahmhk prnperﬂes o
city tux rolls.

Nan Antonio

San Antonio EXPRFSS NEWS—Sunddy June 27 1976  H

ity g

But predictably, dewy-vyed young libs under .J,
Stanley Pettinger of the Justice Dept. found
deeper and more devious motives.

After “discevering’ the 72 annexation had
lowered the city ratio of Mexican-American to
Anglo voters by a couple of percentiles, these
dudes decided the whole thing was a stinking,
Jousy plot to strip the Mexican-American of his
voiing rights,

In short, the poor boobs took some abstract
figures, and then —- with no real grasﬂ'ﬂf}ncal
hackground data — parlayed them into a vicious
indictment of the Anglo community here.,

* & *

SINCE THEN, J. Stanley Poltinger of the Jus-
tice Dept. bas dug his bureaucratic feet into the
ground and refuses to back off his phony hy-
pothesis by so much as ong inch

City officials trying to deal with this man de-
seribe him as acrogant., stuffy, cold, opinionated
and “anything but the genius he seems to think
he is.”

They give him figures to correct screwed-up
Justice Departinenf records on local volers, but
he does not chunge the records,

To Poetiinger, the Apglos are remorsclessiy
kicking around Meyicangs here, and that’s that,

fle commends us now te do one of iwo things:
go fo single member districts in future ¢ity elee-
(ms. or de-.n aex from 1972,

If we take the first option, the new districting

Do s Pl eo mto federal dictrict court
and enyom=ie fan Avtonto eity election of 1977,

E——

In other words, we've been bad, bad, bad — and
to purge ourselves now., we must let this Wa-
shington dim-bulb Poftinger write the full seript
on how to run future city electoral affairs.

And don’t shrug off the threat as empty —

Richmond, Va., and the great city of New Orleans

each has gone "without elections for upwards of
f;\e years thanks to the U.S. Department of
ustice.

; * Kk &,

MAYOR COCKRELL lust \wek declared pub-
licly that the City Council is ready to call a
charter revision election here.

She said a large majority of council miembers
favor single meniber districts.

But she indicated there will be no charter
election unless the Justice Dept quits breathing
down the council’s neck.

In effect she was saying, ~ *‘Just leave us alone,

please, to run our own business the way it should

he run!™

Then she went a step further and suggested the
city will drag J. Stanley Pottinger and dxsmplv
into court if they don’t keep hands off.

Most City Hall insiders believe we'll be in court
sooner or later against these meddling, atl-per-
vasive and power hungry bureaucrals of the
Justice Dept.

“They don’t know what Texas eleetion laws
are, and they don’t care.” said City Atty. Jim
Farker who added:

“Is it any wonder Jiminy Carter and Hoiald
Reagan — the candidutes most sty agiadt o
mircageratic takeover in this country — woe n
puptlar powadass?™
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" MDORANNM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL . o 0 %

Subject: San Antonio

“Pleasexsee"ﬂue .hmninq letter from MDEF (and my réspmse). o ek !_

- Should you decide to reverse our cbjection, it may be

important to meet with Mr. Perez, civen the mmber of
meetings we have granted others. Of course, should you
sustain our objection, I think a meeting is unnecessary.

” P - R < &

.8
A
§

.

J. Stanley Pottinger Py TN

: e Y ix -~ Assistant Attormev Ceneral :
o ' g Civil Rights Division i i
Attachment e i s B + :
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T, 5/27/76 JUN 11 1976

JSP:MHC: mrk
DJ 166-012-3
X0567-0588

B:b Al I- sz : %
Associate Comsel — _ e
Kexican-American Legal Defease 2k
and Educational Fund
1023 Connecticut Avence
Suite 1307
Washingtom, b. C. 20036

Dear AL

") I am in receipt of your lettexr of May 24,
1976.
Az you hnow my staff and I have presantly
wnder consideration a request for reconsidersticn
af the Attorney General's objecticn by the Civy
of San Antonio. It is my understanding that you
a8 vell as pevsons in the MALLEF office In San
Antenio have been promptly notiiled of any infor-

‘mation suilmitted by the city in support of its

request for recomsideration., You have personally
met with Hr. kiichael Corley of ay staff on several
oceasions and your views and ccuments have been
sade knovn., I am somewhst st a loss to understand
your complaining about not being afforvded sa
opportuaity for input in thiz matter,

Howevey, under ouy guidelines for the adminis~

tration of Section 5 of tha Veting Rights Act, you,
o any other interested party, tmy request a formal

cc: Records
Chrono
ger
Turner :
- Weinberg/Hunter/Jones
Corley _
Imu File
Public File
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conference with me or my staff before a final decision
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is wade on the city's request. I1f you would like a
conference scheduled on this matter, pleass contact
Mr. Gerald ¥. Jones, Chief of the Voting Sectioa

- (739-2157) to arrenge & time that is smtually

. convenient. Any resuest should be made promotly
{nasmuch as &8 £inal decision on tha city’s request

for recousideration

-
-
-
-
b
pEEE

.wﬂlbemda within a couple of

i Siacerely,
J. Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General

Civil Rights Livision
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1028 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, SUITE 1007 / WASHINGTON, B.C. 20036 / (202) 659-5166

May 24, 1976

Mr. Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

U. S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C.

Dear Stan:

I am writing to you on two issues of maJor concern to MALDEF
and the Chicano community.

First, the Department is presently reconsidering its objection
to the City of San Antonio annexations. Since the request for reconsideratiom,
the City has been sending comments to the Department seeking to have the
objection withdrawn. Every time new data is submitted, the Department
looks toward MALDEF and the Mexican American Equal Rights Project for
analysis of the data. Once the City's data is refuted, the City submits
more data, etc., etc. The City has virtually unlimited resources to
conjure up theories, models, projections which tend to support their
position. There is no way that we can compete with the City in this
numbers game; also, the Department* itself is not geared to examining
complicated mathematical models and theories. Consequently, we are being
left at the mercy of computers and theoreticians, both in the hands of a
city that has been found by U. S. courts as having discriminated against
Mexican Americans.

Under the law, the jurisdiction has the burden of proving that
the electoral change is not discriminatory in intent or effect. Also,
under the law the Department of Justice is the chief enforcement agency. i
To this date, we have carried the burden of showing discrimination; to t
date we, not the Department, have supplied most of the data and analyses m\
.used In making the determination. As the City continues its attack, our

* To this date I know of no instance where the Department sought the
assistance of demographic experts (e.g., Bureau of the Census) to
deal with the statistical theories of the City.

AS MARTH,
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Mr.~Stanley Pottinger -2- May 24, 1976

resources are being stretched to the point where a decision adverse to the
Chicano community might be made just because the community's resources could
not match those of the City's. This is not what the enforcement of the
Voting Rights Act is all about. ’ ’

We understand that the final decision on the San Antonio submission
will be made by the Attorney General. After the initial objection by
the Department you had a widely publicized meeting with Texas Congressional
persons and with representatives from the City of San Antonio. On April 12,
1976, I wrote you a letter asking for an opportunity to confer with the
appropriate Department cfficials about San Antonio's request for reconsideration.
To this day, I have received no response to my letter. Your own regulations
state that organizations submitting comments (such as MALDEF) shall be given
the opportunity to confer with the Department; this has not been done even
though a conference has been held by the Department with the submitting
Jurisdiction.

I hereby repeat my request for an opportunity to confer with the
appropriate Department official before a determination on the reconsideration
is made. The appropriate Department official should be the person making the
final decision on the San Antonio submission.

Secondly, MALDEF has been highly troubled by the way this
complicated issue has been handled. No person is to be faulted; there
are just certain deficiencies in the Department's overall procedures.
Also, fear has been expressed by the Chicano community that the San Antonio
issue has been politicized to the point where the final decision will be
based on considerations other than the law; this is intolerable.

This is an important issue and I urge your most urgent attention
to this matter.

Sincerely,

I. Perez . |
Associate Counsel ’

cc: Vilma Martinez'
Senator John Tunney
Cong. Don Edwards
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THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Deputy Attorney General
Solicitor General *

Assistant Attorney General for Administration
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust
Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Assistant Attorney General,

Administrator, DEA

Chairman, Board of Immigration Appeals
Chairman, Parole Board

Director, Community Relations Service
Director, FBI :

Attention

REMARKS: I believe this note is out of date,

JSP 2’eovd.

(.;ug




'J"' From \/ |

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

7/9/76
Deputy Attorney General------cnecnauan B b T -
Solicitor General----~-=- et T -
Director of Public Information------~=ceecmacnaan- -
Assistant Attorney General for Administration--~-«~«=-~1 e
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust-----~---mocuaao-- L
Assistant Attorney General, Civil----cmmrmmcman o
Assistant Attorney General, Civil Rights--~--cccooono-o 3 |
Assistant Attorney General, Criminal----c--cecouonnnno i
Assistant Attorney General, Land & Nat. Resources---~-- -
Assistant Attorney General, Legal Counsel--v---ueeona-- ]
Assistant Attorney General, OLA - e e e e ]
Assistant Attorney General, Tax----~-cemomammemannoa-
Administrator, DEA e -ccr o e e e
Administrator, LEAA - - e emm e m e e e +—
Chairman, Board of Immigration Appeals-~--------=-~- e
Chairman, Parole Board-~--ccm e mmm e e e ] ]
Commissioner, I&NS-~----- B -
Director, Bureau of Prisons-~-cccmmc e mc e e +—
Director, Community Relations Service-~-----cceuon-—- -
Director, FBl--wrmmemermm e e e e e e e e e _—

Pardon Attorney
Records--cemmmmm e e e -

Attention

REMARKS:

I believe this note is out of date.

JSP »'cvd.

ol







OFFICE
ATTORNEY CCNERAL

AsvwEY GENERAL
Bepartment of Justice
Mashington, B0 20530 JuL 81576

8§ JUL 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Subject: San Antonio
Please see the incoming letter from MALDEF (and my response) .

Should you decide to reverse our cbjection, it may be
important to meet with Mr. Perez, given the nunber of
Of course, should you

meetings we have granted others.
sustain our objection, I think a meeting js unnecessary.

Asgistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

Attachment
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1028 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, SUITE 1007 / WASHINGTON, B. C. 20036 / (202) 659-5166

May 24, 1976

Mr. Stanley Pottinger
Assistant Attorney General
*Civil Rights Division

U. S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C.

Dear Stan:

I.am writing to you on two issues of major concern to MALDEF
and the Chicano community. -

First, the Department is presently reconsidering its objection
to the City of San Antonio annexations. Since the request for reconsideration,
the City has been sending comments to the Department seeking to have the
objection withdrawn. Every time new data is submitted, the Department
looks toward MALDEF and the Mexican American Equal Rights Project for
analysis of the data. Once the City's data is refuted, the City submits
more data, etc., etc. The City has virtually unlimited resources to
conjure up theories, models, projections which tend to support their
position. There is no way that we can compete with the City in this
numbers game; also, ‘the Department* itself is not geared to examining
complicated mathematical models and theories. Consequently, we are being
left at the mercy of computers and theoreticians, both in the hands of a
city that has been found by U. S. courts as having discriminated against
Mexican Americans.

Under the law, the jurisdiction has the burden of proving that
the electoral change is not discriminatory in intent or effect. Also,
under the law the Department of Justice is the chief enforcement agency.
To this date, we have carried the burden of showing discrimination; to this
date we, not the Department, have supplied most of the data and analyses
used 1n making the determination. As the City continues its attack, our

# To this date I know of no instance where the Department sought the
- assistance of demographic experts (e.g., Bureau of the Census) to
deal with the statistical theories of the City.
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Mr. Starffey Pottinger -2- May 24, 1976

resources are being stretched to the point where a decision adverse to the
Chicano community might be made just btecause the community's resources could
not match those of the City's. This is not what the enforcement of the
Voting Rights Act is all about. . '

We understand that the final decision on the San Antonio submission
will be made by the Attorney General. After the initial objection by
the Department you had a widely publicized meeting with Texas Congressional
persons and with representatives from the City of San Antonio. On April 12,
1976, I wrote you a letter asking for an opportunity to confer with the
appropriate Department officials about San Antonio's request for reconsideration.
To this day, I have received no response to my letter. Your own regulations
state that organizations submitting comments (such as MALDEF) shall be given
the opportunity to confer with the Department; this has not been done even
though a conference has been held by the Department with the submitting
jurisdiction.

I hereby repeat my request for an opportunity to confer with the
appropriate Department official before a determination on the reconsideration
is made. The appropriate Department official should be the person making the
final decision on the San Antonio submission.

Secondly, MALDEF has been highly troubled by the way this
complicated issue has been handled. No person is to be faulted; there
are just certain deficiencies in the Departument's overall procedures.
Also, fear has been expressed by the Chicano community that the San Antonio
issue has been politicized to the point where the final decision will be
based on considerations other than the law; this is intolerable. P

This is an important issue and I urge your most urgent attention
to this matter.

Sincerely,

4 by

Associate Counsel

cc: Vilma MArtinez.
Senator John Tunney
Cong. Don Edwards



ASS I.;\l‘l‘ ATTORMEY GENERAL
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July 9, 1976

T0: The Attorney General

Attached is a draft le
at lunch Wednesday.

tter as requested




ASS l:.’\l'f ATTORMEY GENERAL

.

Attached is a draft letter as requested
at lunch Wednesday.




ASSLETANT ATTORSEY GENERAL

Attached is a draft letter as requested
at lunch Wednesday.
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ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GEWERAL
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July 9, 1976

To: Stan Pottinger

14/1
From: Jim Turner

Our best efforts to come up
with what AG wants re San Antonio. -
Jones & Corley are familiar with
issues. I will be out most of the

day.

JSP r'cvd.
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July 9, 1976
TO: The Attorney General
3 FROM: Stan Pottinger
SUBJECT: San Antonio
Attached is a draft letter as requested
: at lunch Wednesday. . :
i bce:  Jim Turner
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Draft 7/9/76 ng

Mr. Seagal V. Wheatley

Oppenheimer, Rosenbergq,
Kelleher & Wheatley

Attorneys at Law

Suite 620

711 Navarro _ ,

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Dear Mr. Wheatley:

This ié in reference to the request of the City of San Antonio
for reconsideration of the objections interposed on April 2, 1976,
to 13 annexations, pursﬁant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of
1965, as amended. ' | . 'f. |

I have given careful and personal review to the materials

'p:rovided by the city attorney and you in your letters and in our

neeting with Mayor chkrell, Congressman Krueger and others on
June 22, 1976. . | ; _

The Voting 'Rights Act, as interpreted by the Supreme Court,
places on a covered jurisdiction such as San Antonio the special
burden of proving that changes which affect voting do not have a

discriminatory purpose or éffect.' I have found no‘basis for con-

‘cluding that the annexations in question were purposefully dilutive

of protected minority voting rights. However, I am not able to. conclude

that the annexations in question do not have the proscribed effect on

the voting rights of Mexican-Americans in San Antonio. Were this a
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standard constitutional challenge to the annexations, one might

well reaéh a contrary conclusion. Because the burden of proof
:mposed by Congress in the Voting Rights Act, rests with the covered
jurisdiction to show that there is no effect, Aand requires me to
cbject in .tﬁe absence of such showing, I am obliged to continue the
abjections previously interposed.

In establishing a method for prompt review of voﬁing changes
by the Attofney General, the Voting Rights Act recognized that there
would be diéagreements with the Aﬁtomey General's view of the law
and provided ‘that a jurisdiction may test its correctness in legal
proceedings; I wés most impreséed by Mayor. Cockrell's presentation
of the significance of these amnexations to the City of San Antcnio
and would, of course, wunderstand if the city desired to contest this
_dete.rmination. - Should you decide not to seek such review, however,
I am sure thét Assistant Attorney General Pottinger and his staff
will assist t-;he city in seeking the most sensible way to formulate

a transitional remedy which meets the congressional purpos'es.

I earnestly hope that the matter can be resolved to the mutual

satisfaction of all concerned. . . L

o L 'Sincereiy, :
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Office of the Attorney General
Washington, . €. 20530

July 15, 1976

Seagal V. Wheatley, Esq.

Oppenheimer, Rosenberg,
Kelleher & Wheatley

Attorneys at Law

Suite 620

711 Navarro

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Dear Mr. Wheatley:

This is in reference to the request of the City
of San Antonio for reconsideration of the objections
interposed on April 2, 1976, to 13 annexations, pursuant
to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended.

I have given careful and personal review to
the materials provided by the city attorney and you
in your letters and in our meeting with Mayor Cockrell,
Congressman Krueger and others on June 22, 1976.

The Voting Rights Act, as interpreted by the

Supreme Court, places on a covered jurisdiction such as
San Antonio the special burden of proving that changes
which affect voting do not have a discriminatory purpose-:
or effect. I have found no basis for concluding that the
annexations in question were purposefully dilutive of
protected minority voting rights. However, I am not
able to conclude that the annexations in question do
not have the proscribed effect on the voting rights
of Mexican-Americans in San Antonio. In this connection
I have had to keep in mind the opinion of the Supreme
Court in White v. Regester, 412 U.S.755 (1973), which
left standing the 1972 three-judge District Court ruling
invalidating multimember districts in Bexar County and
which refers to the District Court's assessment of the
various factors involved... Were .this a standard
constitutional challenge to the annexations, one might
well reach a contrary conclusion. Because the burden of

roof imposed by Congress in the Voting Rights Act
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rests with the covered jurisdiction to show that
there is nc effect, and requires me to object in
the absence of such a showing, I am obliged to
continue the objections previously interposed.

In establishing a method for prompt review
of voting changes by the Attorney General, the
Voting Rights Act recognized that there would be
disagreements with the Attorney General's view of the
law and provided that a jurisdiction may test
its correctness in legal proceedings. 1 was most
impressed by Mayor Cockrell's presentation of the
significance of these annexations to the City of
San Antonio and would, of course, understand if the
city desired to contest this determination. Should you
decide not to seek such review, however, I am sure
that Assistant Attorney General Pottinger and his
staff will assist the city in seeking the most
sensible way to formulate a transitional remedy which
meets the congressional purposes.

I earnestly hope that the matter can be
resolved to the mutual satisfaction of all concerned.

Sincerely,

Mo P T
dward H, Levi

Attorney General
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Offire of the Attoruey General
Washington, B. €. 20330

July 15, 1976

Honorable John Tower
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

- Dear Senatcr Tower: .

I am writing in response to your letter of
June 29, 1976, concerning the application of Section 5
the Voting Rights Act to 13 annexations involving the
City of San Antonio. On my behalf, the Civil Rights
Division interposed an objection to the annexations on
April Z, 1976, and the City later requested my
reconsideration of the matter. After a personal
review of the materials submitted, I have decided that
I must affirm the Division’s determination.

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act requires
the Attorney General to enter an objection to any
electoral change, including an annexation, involving
a jurisdicticn cocvered by the Act, unless he determines
that the change "does not have the purpose and will
not have the effect of denying or abridging the right
to vote on account of race or color...." 42 U.S.C.

§ 1973c. The Supreme Court has held that the Act
requires that an objection be entered if the electoral
change has either a discriminatory purpose or effect
and that the burden of proof on this issue rests with
the covered jurisdiction.

There is ne quectiecn in this case that the
annexations were not enacted for the purpose of diluting
the voting rights of Mexican-Americans in San Antonio.
The issue, rather, is whether the annexations had the
discriminatory effect prohibited by the Act. In making
this determinztion, taere has been a problem in '
obtaining accurate figures on overall population and
voting age population in San Antonio at the time of the
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annexations. Using the most accurate figures, it

would appear that there has in fact been a dilution

of the voting rights of Mexican-Americans as a result

of the annexations. In this connection, I have had to

keep in mind the opinion of the Supreme Court in

White v. Regester, 412 U.S. 755 (1973), which affirmed

the 1972 three-judge District Court ruling invalidating
multimember districts in Bexar County (consisting primarily
of San Antonio) as discriminatory against Mexican-Americans
and which refers to the District Court's assessment of

the various factors involved, including the history of
racial block voting. In view of these factors, I

cannot conclude that the City of San Antonio has met

its burden of proving that the annexations did not have

the discriminatory effect proscribed by the Act.

As the Department has explained to the City
previously, the Supreme Court has held that a system
of fairly drawn single member districts would cure
the discriminatory effect of the annexations in question.
uBistant Attorneyv General Pottinger and his staff
stand ready to assist the City in seeking a sensible way
tc formuiate a transitional remedy which meets the
Congressional purposes. Of course, should the City
disagree with my view of the law, the Voting Rights Act
nirovides that it may f£file en action in the District
Court for the District of Columbia Circuit for a
determination that the annexations did not have a
discriminatory effect.

It is my hope that this matter can be
resoilved in a manner satisfactory to all parties
concerned.

Sincerely,

4l
dwar . Levi

Attorney General
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Gerald W. Jones GilJ:rm
Chief, Voting Section
D.Jc 166.012‘3
Telephone Conversatioms with X0567-0588
Seagal Wheatley, Attorney for
c 8

On July 16, 1976, Mr. Wheatley called me in
response to my call of the previous evening to his
office in San Antonio. I explained that the Attormey
General had made his ruling re San Antomio's
snnexation and inquired as to whether he could be
reached in about an hour (at 11:45) so that I might
relay that decision to him,

He said he would be reachable at the office
of Mr. Lance, Brownsville Mavigation Distriect,
Brownsville, Texas, at 512/831-4592.

" I later called Mr, Wheatley on July 16, 1976,
to report that the Attorney General's decision on the
request for mconsideration from San Antonio on the
objection to 13 amnexations had been made. I read
him the Attorney General's letter. Wheatley wanted
to know what was meant by the letter's language
about “a transitional remedy.” I told him that that
merely referred to devising some system or modification
of a system that would remove or minimize the dilutive
effect that we perceived in the annexations so that
the eity could continue to realize the benefits of
those amnexations.

Wheatley said he would call the mayor and advise
her of the decision. Said that the City Council had
met yesterday (July 15, 1976) to discuss what actiom
they might take if the Attorney General declined to
withdraw the objection., He has not been able to
consult them since their meeting and won't know umtil

cc: Jones/Hunter/Hancock/Weinberg
Corley )
Pottimger.~

Turner
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he gets back to San Antonio next week what they
would propose. However, in any event,San Antonio
will want to go to single-member districts or some
combination of single-member and at-large. The
important thing is that they will want the new

form of government voted on by the electorate.
Therefore, he would like us to give some thought

to who will be able to vote in such an electionm.

He has been thinking in terms of letting everyone
vote but to count the votes only in the district

in which the voter would fall if the districts were
in effect. Thus, those majority Mexican-American
districts could determine whether they want to have
district or at-large elections and the majority
Anglo could do the same thing, He asked that we
think about the possibility and any others and that
he would get back to us as soon as they have worked
out something on their course of action. He thanked
me for apprising him of the text of the determination.
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It’s a bit hard to believe but
the regent national election
seems to have brought —
momentarily no doubt— the
blessings of democracy to Wa-
shington, D. C.

Travellers returning from the
banks of the Potomoe¢ report that
high level bureaucrats are actually
treating humble citizens from the
provinces with civility — even with a
hint of sympathy.

Apparently the folks in the bureaus
are busy winning friends as a result
of altershock from the Nov. 3

election, , N
Strained

" There may be only some 2,000

cushy jobs up for grabs as a result of
the change of administration but
feclings of uncertainty go deeper.
After all, Jimmy Carter has
‘promised stern rearganization of the
‘bureaucracy and when such talk is in
the air, those in the upper levels of
government service want all the
friends out there that they can get.
o

All this have a softening effect
on San Anto#io’s relations with the U.

 DIEHL

tever became of

KEMPER

- The Politics biar

§. Juitice Department.

These have been strained, to say
the least, since J. Stanley Potlinger,
the department’s civil rights czar,
ruled that San Antonio’s blg annexa-
tion of 1973 violated the Voting Rights
Act. '

It was a clearly questionable
ruling, but Pottinger imperiously
squelched protesting delegations of
local officials. The result, of course,
is the charter change election of Jan.,
15 which is supposed (o purge the
cily’s purported sins.

Now, suddenly, the atmosphere at
Justice has changed. Pottinger, it is
reported, is on the way out. His high
post was bestowed by the Nixon Ad-
ministration and he is expected to
give way to a Carler appointee.

The eity’s legal staffers find that

OFFICE PHONES:
{(512) 224-1061
(512) 224-6726
(512) 224-1416

\
the Civil Rights Division jpeople are

all peaches and cream whei discuss:
ing election preparatjons) -

]

For those whe have.’l ught that
San Antonio was a home rule city
which could settle its own election
affairs, it should be explained that
uhder the Voting Rights Act city hall
must now check the most minute de-
tails of an election with Whshington.

Command performance
And|that is especially true in the
case ¢f the Jan. 15 charter election

whichh was practically ordered by
Justice. 1 B

At any rate, the city pow finds

+ Justjce staffers so aimiablé that they

have found nothing to critivize in the
plang for 10 council distrids

~ There was not even a mu myr of

profest when J

and also intends to count l?e. tes for
real. : -

Since Pottinger had rufed he an-

MARIA 8, CHAVARRIA

stice was informet
that the city council intends fo allow
¢ilizens in the annexed area td vote —
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J. Stanley Pottin

nexation illegal, it was feared that
Justice would logically conclude the
folks out there to the northwest could
not vote—though it had illogically
agreed that they could pay taxes.

Part of the improved climate at
Justice may be due to the fact that
the civil rights lawyers report they
received word from Dr. Charles -Co-
trell, the St. Mary’s University prof,
clearing the city’s plans.

Alter all, Cotrell was a prize wit-
ness at Congressional hearings on
extending the Voting Rights Act to
Texas. He testified at length on the
sins of the present system which has
council members running citywide.

" The friendly recent talks with Jus-
tice haye city staffers feeling that the
local election may go off without a

hitch.
: Impartiality

- Of course, the voters themselves

may arch their backs and defeat the

Justice-decreed charter scheme,

In that case, the gloves would be

-~ likely to come off.

Charles O. Kilpatrick
Editor and Publisher (

THE SUNDAY

EXPRESS NEWS
EDITORIALS

William J. Reddell
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But then, perhaps Pottinger's suc-
cessor might read the Voting Rights
law and the local situation the way
most impartial lawyers do, and for-
gel the whole thing.

The change of administrations.
meanwhile, s creating pretty skimpy
waves on the local job front, aside
from the traditional rush of can-
didates for the posts of U. S. Attor-
ney, U.S. Marshall and any judicial

- vacancies,

While the GOP administration
produced top-level Washington posts
for San Antonians Henry Catto, Art
Troilo, Doug Harlan and Mary Lou
Grier, local Democrats have no real
prospects for the upper echelon of the
Carter regime,

In line with the careful advance
planning of tha president-elect a
canvass was made some time ago of
outstanding local women for the so-
called 1.3 Per cent Committee.

The results went into the Carter
talent bank, but ane of those who
conducted the study reports that
maost Bexar County prospects simply
were not interested in going Lo
Washington! )

er?
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