
Lucien C.  Gwin, Jr . ,  Esq. 

Bandy, P i t z p a t r l c k ,  Gwin 


& Lewis 

P.O. Box 1 3 4 4  

Natchez, Mississippi 39120 


Dear Mr. Gwin: 

This  i s  i n  r e fe rence  t o  the  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of superv i so r
and j u s t i c e  cour t  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Adama County, Mlssiaalppf;; 
submitted t o  t h e  Attorney General pursuant  t o  S e c t i o n  5-b? t h e  
Voting Rights  Act of 1965, a s  ameaded, 4 2  U.S.C.  1973~.- We 
rece ived your i n i t i a l  submission on May 27, 1983rsupplekent 
informat ion  was received on May 31, 1983; and June  2, 1983; 

We have made a c a r e f u l  a n a l y s i s  o$ t h e  informati&pct 
have provfded and considered a s  w e l l  comments from cit%&ac ; a
Adams County. With r e s p e c t  t o  the supervisors r e d l r t r i c . t l n g
p lan ,  we note  t h a t  the  p lan  was drawn i n  an efiwt to r d d y  
the  concerns which l e d  t o  the  Mag 23, 1983, Seo t ion  5 o b j e c t i o n  
t o  the  p r i o r  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  plan. That o b j e c t i o n  was based 

- p r i n c i p a l l y  on the  manner i n  which the  C i t y  of Natches had \been 
d iv ided s o  as t o  avoid the  c r e a t i o n  of  a second b l a c k a r g j a r i t g  
d i s t r i c t  ( D i s t r i c t  3) through r e s o r t  t o  a number of  seen tng ly  
need less  boundary a l t e r a t i o n s  dealgned t o  minimize b lack  v o t i n g  
s t r e n g t h .  The new plan  appear6 i n  large measure t o  addpeas our  
e a r l i e r  concern. T t  was, however, from all roporta draCip
without  a f f o r d i n g  represen ta t ive8  of  tha.black cornunit$ any 
oppor tuni ty  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  r e d i a t r i e t i a g  p roaes l , ,w l thou t  
adherence t o  customary publ ic  n o t i c e  and h s a r i n g  procaaurea,  
and witliimt evea,q;llowing the  s o l e  b lack  member of  t f i y b o a r d .  of 
supervi /pru  to t& p a r t  i n  the plan-drawing process.! , 
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We have asked f o r  an explanation whr the board adopted

t h i s  nclosed-doorn pol icy with respect  t o  the  cu r r en t  plan, and 

no response baa been forthcoming. Under Section 5, the sub-

mi t t i ng  au tho r i t y  has the  burden of showing t h a t  the  proposed 

vot ing changes do not have the purpose o r  w i l l  not  have the 

e f f ec t  of denying o r  abridging the  r i g h t  t o  vote  on account of 

race o r  color. 42 U.S.C. 1 9 7 3 ~ -  See Beer v. United Sta ten,  

425 U.S. 130 (1976); Ci ty  of Richmond n n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  422 U.S. 

358 (1975); Geor l a  v. United S ta tes ,  4 1 1  U.S. 526 C1973); see 
ag Section 5a l so  the  Proce ures  f o r  the Administration of 
( 2 8  C.F.R. 51,39(e))-

Where, a s  here ,  representa t lvea  of the black community 

t ha t  i s  the f o c a l  point  of the  boardrs redistricting e f f o r t s  

a r e  not only ignored, but openly denied the chance for Input, 

a s t rong  in fe rence  of wrongful purpose i s  established. If 

D i s t r i c t  3 i s  t o  receive approval i n  i t a  preaent  aonfiguration,  

t he  board must show tha t  those most a f f ec t ed  by the  dea l s lon  

were f u l l y  heard and t h e i r  views were c a r e f u l l y  c6"8ldercd--o 

e l se  must provide a s a t i s f a c t o r y  nonracia l  JuatZfieat ion ror 

proceeding otherwise. Nelther requirement haa been met here 

w e  have received f a r  too many complaints about the  redrawn pl.

t o  ignore t h i s  abuse of process. Acuordingly, I must on b&a 

of the Attorney General, in terpose a Sect ion 5 objeet2on t o  the 

supervisorsf  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  plan. 


Regarding the  d i s t r i c t i n g  plan f o r  jurtiae ueurt judger, 

the Attorney General does not in terpose any objec t ion  t o  the  

change i n  question. However, we feel a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to 

point  out  t h a t  Section 5 of the Voting Right8 Act expressly 

\ 


provides t h a t  the fa i lu re  of the Attorney General to ob jec t 

does no t  bar an^ subsequent j ud i c i a l  aebion t o  enjoin the 

enforcement of aach change. See 28 C.F.R. 51.48. 


Of course, as provided by Section 5 of the Vob- Rights 

Act, you have the  r ight  to  aeek a declarabry judgment from 

the  United SEa&?m w a t r i o t  Court f o r  t h e  Dlatrlct of Columbia 

t h a t  th  - s u b d b E b ~ i u ~ e r v l s o rdis t r i e t  l i n e s  have n e i t h e r  the 

purpoa& ri~l'hw$vthe  e f f e c t  of denyin8 o r  abridging the  

r i g h t  tqyoee on aa(rount of race o r  color.  In additlon, 


. Sect ion iW.44 of the guideline8 permits you t o  requeut t h a t  the 
At to rne j  ~enera2r d o n s i d e r  the object ionb However, u n t i l ' e h e  
object ion is withdrawn or  the  judgment from the  Dlatrlut of; 
Colunibia Court is obtained, the e f f e c t  of the  ob jec t loa  By Che -
Attorney General l a  t o  make the aupervisorar r e d i s t r i e t i w  
l e g a l l y  unenforceable. 28 C.F.R. 51.9. 

\ 

v 



To enable t N s  Department t o  meet it8 responsibility 
to enforce the Bating Rights Act, pleaae inform ua of the 
course of action Adams County plana to take with respect t o  
t h i s  matter. If you have any questlona, feel free to c a l l  
Paul  P. Hancock (202-724-3095), Assistant f o r  Litigation of 
the  Voting Section. 

Sincerely, 

Wm. Bradford Reynold8 

Asalstant Attorney Gene& 
Civil Rights Division 



