
FraIzlc 8, Parson8 
City Attorney 
C t t y  of Fsirf ield 
Poot Office Drawor 437 
Fairfield, Alabama 35064 

bear Mr. Parsons: I 

I 

This ie in reference t o  the six annexations wSich i 
wexe subnitted t o  the Attorney (;onare1 by the City of I 
Fairfield pursuant to Section 9 of the Voting Righte Act  , I 

Iof 1965, Your s h i e e i o n  wae completed on Febzuary 13, 1975. 
I 

The Attorney an objection 
to five annexations 
Ordihsnce Rmb re 4ra However, we feel a responsibility(1969) and 5 4 (1969). 
go point out that Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act  
expreesly provides that the failure o f  the Attorney General 
t o  object doas not bar any eubsoquent judicial action to 
enjoin the enforcemeat of such provisione. 

We have given careful consideration t o  the aanaxa-
tion ecccrmplished pursuent to  Ordinance Ntmnber 563 (1973) 
and the supporting infomation obtained from the c i t y  and 
other interested parties. On the basie of our a ~ L y a f s  
we have concluded that tbe City of Fairfield has failed to 
satisfy its burdon of provfng that tlw eubject armexcltim 
doea not have tho effect of abridging the right to voto on 
account af race or color, 

Our analysis took into ccm8ideration.anumber of 
factors which can be slnmn.?rieedas follows: The CPty of 



Fairfield presently electo 12 c w n c i l n e n  on an at-tergc, 
majority vote b c ~ i etdth nunbered post and reoidency 
~equircrzcnta. The annexed moo i n  queetioit contains aii 
&3&rtmnCcomplez of 230 UiIit0, t h e  great majority of 
s3ict.i arc or are likely t o  be gnhabitcd by % h i t opercons, 
Based upon 1970 CcnouD data, the subject anna~ation 
decreabed the total black population oE the city from 
cppozieJtcly 48% to  467.. Tho issue is *ether this re-
duction hm a discrind-netory efEeot on votinp, wLthin the 
d q  of tha Votino Rfghto Act of 1965. %?here, as here, 
voter rceietwation i e  fairXy wenly divLded between the 
racee, there i e  a pattern of racial bloc voting and tho 
elect ion a t a t l s t l c o  fox moat recent mur~icipalelections 
Ln 1972 dcnonotrate ralntivoly narrow margins oE victory 
by white war black candidarea, the addition of a Eaw 
hundred white voters can hme a significa~tdi lut ing  impact 
on black voting atrength. f n  view of such circwtances, 
f aan un&le to  f i n d ,  as X fBU6f under Section 5, that the 
change Fn queotion dace not h m  a racially discrimhatory 
effect and therefore I muat, on behalf of the Attorney 
General, interpose an objectton to its implementation, 

We are aware of the order by Unitod Stotee Dietrict 
C o u r t  3ade;e Sam C, Pointer to teapport&onthe ctty into 
e ing' lo-her  districto. Hvott v. Sides, C,A. No. 73-529 
(H.D. Ala,). A reapporttommnc plan aErrthi.8 nature which 
enttsf2eo the requlrwhnta of the Foritteenth and Fif teenth 
4hcendaente would effecthelp eliminate the adverso rac ia l  
effect ~ccaaionedby tho subject aimexatton under an at-
b e e  electoral eyetern. Por that reason, the Attorney 
General wflf,  coneider the withdrawal o f  his objection once 
a constitutionally satFsEectory reapportioment plan has 
beerr approved by the federal court. 

., 
X dab t o  Btreoa that this ruling relates only to 

the v o t g q  c h q e e  occmiohed by the annexation. The 



objection to the  implementation of the annexation doea not 
e f o c t  the val id i ty  of the annexation i t e e l £ .  

Of courso, as provided by Sectfon 5 ,  you have an 
alternative of i n s t i t u t i q  an ectfon in the U ~ ~ t r e dStates 
Dtstrict Court Ear the District of Columbia for a declar-
story judgment that  the changes do not  have the purpooo or 
will not have the eff c c t  of denying br abridging the right 
t o  vote on account of race or color. 

Sincerely, 


J . Stanley Pottinger 
Ass istarit Attorney General 

Civil Rights Division 


