
Mr. Charla8 L. Goodson 
Ctty Attornay 
11 Perry Street 
N m a n ,  Georgia 30263 

Dear Mr. Goodson: 

This is in reference to A c t  No. 675 enacted 
by the General Asaanbly of Georgia in 1973, which 
you euh i t t ed  to  the Attorney General pursuant t o  
Section 5 of the Voting Rights A c t  of 1965. Your 
submission was received on April 11, 1975. 

Tfie Attor i iey  &oeral does r,ot intarpose 8r,y 
objection t o  the change i n  the increase of terms of 
office from 2 years to  4 years. However, we feel a 
reoponsibiltty to  point out that Section 5 of the 
Voting Rights A c t  expressly provides that the failure 
of the Attorney Ceneral to  object does not bar any 
aubmqueat judicial action to enjoin the enforcement 
of such a change. 

Our analysis indicates, however, that in 
addition t o  ktcreaeFng the terms of office for c i t y  
council. f ran  2 t o  4 years, those tearrs d d be -her 
staggered 80 that one council man& w d d  be alected 
every year for a four-year tern. Our rmiew shows that 
this provision of  A c t  No. 675 would have the sams effect 
on potential v o t h g  etreugth of racial m%nofities as 
w o u l d  the nuinbered post mqulrcnrant Ln Section 817 of 
*the N e w n m  Code, to which the Attorney Geaarai i n t e r p m d  
an objection on October 13, 1971, and A c t  912 (1972), t o  



, 

- 2 -

which the Attorney General interposed an objection on 
July  31, 1972, Therefore, we are unable to conclude,

t '
-! 	 as we must under the Voting Rights A c t  of 1965, that 

the implementation of thia further staggering of terms 
of office doas not have the purpose or wUl not have 
the effect of denying or abridging the right to vote 
on account of race or color, I anrst, therefore, on 
behalf of the Attorney General, interpose an objection 
to the hplementation of the additional ataggerhg of 
teana of office provided for It Act  No. 675. 

Of course, Section 5 permits you to eeek a 
declaratory judjpcnt from the United S t a t e s  District 
Court for the District of Columbia that this plan 
neither has tbs purpose nor w i l l  have the effect of 
cknylng or abridging the right to vote on account of 
race or color. However, until such a j u w n t  is 
rendered by that Court, the legal effect of the objection 
by the Attorney General Ls to render unenforceable the 
residency requirement plan. 

Sfncerely, 

J. 	Stanley Potthger 
A s r i a t a n t  	Attorney General 

C i v i l  EUghta D i v i n b a  


