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CivilRights Division 

Ihn. Harold Odom, Eaq. 

Attorney, Jones County 


Board o r  Supervisors  

P. 0 .  Box 354 
Laurel ,  Mies isa ippi  39440 

Dear Mr. Odom: 

This  is i n  reference  t o  the  r e d l s t r l c t i n g  of supervisor 

and j u s t i c e  c o u r t  d l s t r l c t a  i n  Jones County, Mias las lppl ,  

submit ted t o  the  Attorney General pursuant  t o  Sec t ion  5 of t h e  

Voting Rights Act of 1965, aa amended, 42  U.S.C. 1973~. We 

received the  lnformation t o  complete your subminuion on May 2, 

1983. 


We have made 8 c a r e f u l  a n a l y s i s  of the  informat ion  t h a t  
you provided a s  w e l l  a s  comments from o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  peraons 
and d a t a  from t h e  Unlted S t a t e s  Bureau of  t h e  Ceneua. With 
regard t o  t h e  j u s t i c e  cour t  d i s t r i c t s ,  t h e  Attorney General does 
not  i n t e r p o s e  any objec t ion .  However, we f ee l  a responsibility 
t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  Sect ion  5 express ly  provides  t h a t  t h e  f a i l u r e  
t o  o b j e c t  does not  bar  any subsequent j u d i c i a l  a c t i o n  t o  e n j o i n  
the  enforcement of euch change. See t h e  Procedure8 f o r  the  
Adminiatrat ion of Sect ion  5 (28 C.F.R. 51-48) ,  

Concerning the  superv i so r  d i s t r i c t s ,  we n o t e  a t  the  ou t -  
s e t  t h a t  the e x i s  t i n g  d l s t r l c t s  were prec lea red  by t h e  Attorney 
General I n  October 1970, We note  f u r t h e r  t h a t ,  according t o  
your submission, the  county board e s t a b l i s h e d ,  as i t s  primary
c r i t e r i o n ,  the  " l e a a t  changen approach o r  the  Idea  t h a t , t h e  
d i s t r i c t s  be ad jus ted  only t o  the  e x t e n t  necessa ry  t o  conform 

. 	 the  p l a n  t o  t h e  requirements of one-person, one-vote, Our 
information and analyeia  I n d i c a t e ,  however, t h a t ,  tn response
t o  reques t s  from r e s i d e n t s  i n  the Sand Hill and Blackwell 
Prec inc  t e  , both all-whi te a r e a s ,  those  p rec lnc  ts were moved from 
D i s t r i c t  2 t o  D i s t r i c t  5, This popula t ion  s h i f t  waa n o t  neceaaary 
t o  e q u a l i z e  populat ion.  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  movement of t h i s  p o p u l a t i o n  
served t o  exacerbate  the- e x i s t i n g  underpopulat ion o f  D i n t r i c t  2, 
r e s u l t i n g  I n  a a e r i e s  of s h i f t s  i n  popula t ion  throughout the 
county and an  a l t e r a t i o n  of l i n e s  which one would no t  expect  t o  
occur i n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  the  " l e a s t  changen approach. 



On t h e  o t h e r  hand, our  information i s  t h a t  no. e f f o r t  wan 
made t o  accommodate, o r  even t o  a s c e r t a i n ,  the  views o r  black 
persons t o  preserve  t h e i r  community of  i n t e r e s t s .  Our a n a l y s i s  
shows, however, t h a t  i f  the  county had chosen t o  e q u a l i z e  
popula t ion  by a d j u s t i n g  p r e c i n c t s  wi th in  the  Ci ty  of Laurel, 
as opposed t o  the  r u r a l  a r e a s  of the  county, not  only  would t h e  
l l leaa t  changen c r i t e r i o n  have been met but i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  
the  r e s u l t  would have been d i s t r i c t  l i n e s  wi th in  t h e  c f t y  which 
minimized the  fragmentat ion t o  the b lack  community t h a t  a l r eady
ex ia ted .  The county haa not  o f fe red  any nonrac ia l  j u e t i f l c a t i o n  
f o r  the  approach i t  took and where, as h e r e ,  popula t ion  s h i f t s  
such a s  t h e  county performed have an adverse  r a c i a l  Impact,
they r a i a e  t h e  queet ion  of an improper r a c i a l  i n t e n t ,  since a 
diacr i rn ina tory  impact and depar tures  from procedura l  c r i t e r i o n  
a r e  evidence of a d iecr iminatory  purpose. See Vi l l age  of  
Ar l ington H e i g h t s  v.  Metropolitan Housln Develo ment Cor ., 
29 U.S. 252, 266-267 ( 1 9 7 7 5 d 

tf E l e c t i o n s ,  A . No. 8106053 (N.D. I . 12'-
Indeed, t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court f o r  the D i s t r i c t  of Columbia has  he ld  
t h a t  when persona who draw plans  determine t o  "implement a po l i cy
of p rese rv ing  lcommunitiea of I n t e r e s t 1  [ they] bear  a heavy
burden under t h e  [Voting Rights]  Act t o  demonetrate why such a 
po l l cy  would be implemented i n  white r e s i d e n t i a l  a r e a s  but  n o t  
I n  black r e s i d e n t i a l  areas."  Busbee v. -Smith, 549 P. Supp. 494, 
517 (1982). 

Under Sect ion  5 ,  the  submit t ing  a u t h o r i t y  has  the  
burden of  showing t h a t  t h e  proposed vo t ing  change was not 
enacted with a  d i sc r imina to ry  purpose and will not  have a 
discriminatory e f f e c t  on minori ty vo t ing  s t r e n  th. Qeor la  v.8 . . ~ I j g ( e ) .United S t a t e s ,  4 1 1  U.S. 526 (1973); s e e  a160 2 C F 
I n  l i g h t  of the  c o n s i d e ~ a t i o n sdiscussed above, I cannot conclude, 
a s  I must under the  Voting Rights  Act, t h a t  the  county 'a  burden 
has  been s u s t a i n e d  i n  t h i s  ins tance ,  For t h a t  reason, f must, 
on behalf  of the  Attorney General, i n t e r p o e e  an o b j e c t i o n  to  
t h e  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of t h e  Jones County superv ieor  d i s t r i c t s .  

Of couree, as provided by Sec t ion  5 or t h e  Voting Rights
Act, you have the r i g h t  t o  seek a d e c l a r a t o r y  judgment from the 
United S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  Court fo r  the  D l s t r l c t  of  Columbia t h a t  
t h e  supervisors' d t s t r i c t i n g  p lan  does not  v i o l a t e  Sec t ion  5 of 
the  Voting Rights  Act. In  add i t ion ,  Sec t ion  51.44 of  t h e  guide-



l i n e s  permi ts  you t o  requeet t h a t  the  AttoPney General recon-
s i d e r  the objec t ion .  However, u n t i l  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  Is withdrawn 
o r  a judgment from the  D f s t r i c t  of  Columbia Court IBobtained,  
the  e f f e c t  of the  objection by the Attorney Qenera l  I 8  t o  make 
t h a t  r e d i s t r l c t l n g  plan l e g a l l y  unenforceable.  28 C.F.R. 51.9. 

To enable t h l a  Department t o  meet i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
t o  enforce  t h e  Voting Rights  Act, p l e a s e  inform us of the  
course of a c t l o n  Jonea County plane t o  t ake  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  
t h i s  matter .  If you have any ques t ions ,  r e e l  free t o  c a l l  
Car l  W. Qabel  (202-724-8388), D i r e c t o r  of  the S e c t i o n  5 
Unit of t h e  Voting Sect lon.  

S ince re ly ,  

~ s s i st a n t  ~ttorney- General 
C i v i l  Rlghta Diviaion 


