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Civil Rights Division 

Ofice of the A xistant Attorney Cencml brhinlton. D.C.20530 

George E. Glaze,  Esq. 
Glaze and McNally 
120 North McDonough S t r e e t  
Jonesboro, Georgia 30236 

Dear M r .  Glaze: 

This  i s  i n  re ference  t o  t h e  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of council-
manic d i s t r i c t s  f o r  t h e  C i ty  of College Park i n  Clayton and 
Ful ton  Counties ,  Georgia,  submitted t o  t h e  Attorney General 
pursuant t o  Sect ion  5 of t h e  Voting Rights  Act o f  1965,  a s  
amended, 42 U . S . C .  1973c. We received t he  information t o  
complete your submission on October 11 ,  1983. 

We have reviewed c a r e f u l l y  t h e  information you suppl ied,  
as well as 1980 Census d a t a  and comments and information 
provided by o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s .  We n o t e  t h a t  according 
t o  t h e  1980 Census, College Park had a t o t a l  population of 
24 ,632 ,  of whom 11,886 (48. 3%) were black. From a l l  t h a t  
appears ,  t h i s  r e p r e s e n t s  a s igni f  i c a n t  increase  from t h e  
minority percentage of the  1970 Census and r ep resen t s  a 
dramatic inc rease  i n  t h e  minority percentage s i n c e  t h e  time 
of the e s t ima t ion  of population by Publ ic  Research and 
Management, Inc.  i n  1976. 

In s p i t e  of t h e  enormous inc rease  i n  minor i ty  popula- 
t i o n ,  t h e  c i t y  appears t o  have made a conscious e f f o r t  t o  
maintain e f f e c t i v e  minor i ty  vot ing  s t r e n g t h  a t  t h e  l e v e l  
e s t ab l i shed  i n  1976. In  doing s o ,  t h e  proposed plan increases  
t h e  fragmentat ion of t h e  minori ty  community i n  a manner t h a t  
adversely a f f e c t s  m i n o r i t i e s  by packing b lack  populat ion 
i n t o  one d i s t r i c t  ( D i s t r i c t  No. 2 a t  90 percent  black) and 
d iv id ing  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  b lack  populat ion concent ra t ion  
between four o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s .  Nor does t h e r e  appear t o  be 
any l e g i t i m a t e  reason f o r  t h e  s t r a n g e l y  i r r e g u l a r  l i n e s  t h a t  
meander throughout Census Block No. 319, a h i g h l y  concentrated 



black community. Such fragmentation and i r r e g u l a r i t y  of shape
i n  t h e  context  of the vo t ing  patterns t h a t  e x i s t  in the city 
and the f a c t  t h a t  the  c i t y  seems not  t o  have welcomed b u t ,  
r a t h e r ,  t o  have avoided input from the black community in  the  
reappor t  Lonutent process ,  are a l l  probative of  r a c i a l  purpose. 
See Busbee v. S m i t h ,  549 F. Supp. 494, 517 (D. D O C .  1982) ,  
a f f ' m ~ . ~ . ~ . ~ .3552 (U.S. Jan 24,  .1983); Mississf i v. 
United S t a t e s ,  490 F. Supp. 569, 581 (D. D . C . m l d ,  
&44 U.S.  1050 (1980); Terrazas v. Clements, 537 F. Supp. 
514,  530-536 (N.D.  ~ e x m 

Under Sect ion  5 of  the  Voting Rights Act,  t h e  submitting 
au thor i ty  has the  burden of showing t h a t  a submitted change 
has no d iscr iminatory  purpose o r  e f f e c t .  See Geor ia v. 
United S t a t e s ,  411 U.S. 526 (1973) ; see  a l s o  teProcedurese 

t o r  t h e  Administrat ion of Sect ion 5 (28 C.F .R .  51.39(e)),
. - -
In Light of the  cons idera t ions  discussed above, 1 cannot 
conclude, a s  I must under the Voting Rights Act, t h a t  t h a t  
burden has  been sus ta ined  i n  t h i s  ins tance ,  Therefore,  on 
behalf  of t h e  Attorney General ,  I must ob jec t  t o  t h e  r ed i s -  
t r i c t i n g  of t h e  councilmanic d i s t r i c t s  f o r  t h e  C i t y  of  College 
Park. 


Of course ,  as provided by Sect ion 5 of the  Voting 
Rights Act,  you have t h e  r i g h t  t o  seek a dec la ra to ry  
judgment from t h e  United S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  Court f o r  t h e  
D i s t r i c t  of Columbia t h a t  t h i s  change has n e i t h e r  t h e  purpose 
nor w i l l  have t h e  e f f e c t  of denying o r  abridging t he  r i g h t

, 

t o  vote on account of r ace  o r  co lor .  In  add i t ion ,  
Sec t ion  51.44 of  the guidel ines  permits you t o  r eques t  t h a t  
t h e  Attorney General recons ider  t h e  objec t ion .  However, 
u n t i l  t h e  ob jec t ion  is  withdrawn or a judgment from the 

D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia Court obta ined ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  

ob jec t ion  by t h e  Attorney General is  t o  make t h e  r ed i s -  
t r i c t i n g  plan l e g a l l y  unenforceable, 28 C.F.R. 51.9. 

. To enable t h i s  Department to  meet i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  enforce  the Voting Rights  Act, please inform us of 
the course  of a c t i o n  the Ci ty  of  College Park plans t o  take 
with r e s p e c t  t o  t h i s  matter .  I f  you have any ques t ions ,  
f e e l  f r e e  t o  caf 1 Sandra S. Coleman (202-724-671 8) , Deputy 
Direc tor  of t h e  Sect ion  5 Unit of t he  Voting Sect ion.  

A s s i s t a n t  Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 


