
Michael crawall, trq.

Tbamington, Smith L Hargrwa 
P.O. Box 1151 
mlefgh, North.Cuolina 2'1602 

mar Mr. Crw.11: 
i' 

This refar8 to the change from at-l@rge to mhglo-.akr 
district crlactionr, tb.bistricting plan, and tha aliection schodula 
for the board of .ducation in Cramtilla County, North Carolina, 
mubaittod to tho Attornay Ouroral purmaurt to Sution 5 of tho 
Voting Right8 Act of 1965, a8 amendad, 42 U m S m C m  1973a. Wo r-ivod 
the information to caraploto your submi8rfon on JUM 2, 1988.. 

Wa havo oxaakroU carcrfully the inforution which you h.v. 
prwidrd, a8 wall a8 information prwfdad by othor fnterost.6 
partior. With rupoct to the .cheol board8. r0pm.d tramition 
from at-largo to ming1e-m.olb.r district olact 4OM and tho pr0pea.d
districting plUIr w e  note that tb.0 changes ara asm8ntially
Identical to tho 8inglo-maaber district plan propemad by t h m  
Granville County Commimmion vhich th8 Unitad States Dimtrict Court 
found to violat. Baction 2 of the Voting Right8 Act ,  40 U.8.C. 1973, 
as amendul, in m t v .  B,Bo. -1.v. 
87-29-CIV-5 (E.D. !?.C. Pabruary 5 ,  1988). Wo rrr unable to find any 
significant differaacu, in tams 8f th8 opportunities presented to 
minority vatars, ktvmur the county c d m r i o n  plan and the 8chool 
board plan. f nust thereform conclude at this t h  that +h. f indings 
of the Dimtlrict Court in the dacimion are mpplicabla equally 
to the prement 8ubaission pmrtaining b th.O t u w i l X e  Cpunty Board of 
Education, I mould no+., hovrvu, +hat tba r . f~enc.d district 
c o e  dmcimion is currently puading on m p p l  in the Fourth C i r u a i t  
court of Apporla. Should the 8ppe.l of tharamult in ~ ~ u m a l  

docirion, nconsidaration and vithdranl of the h t a n t  
8..warrultrd.objaction u p  well k 
 also 18 C.?.R 51.45. 


Undor Saction 5 of the Voting Right. Act ,  a subaittod chango 
nay not bm prec1.ar.d ifwa find that tho plan clruly violatam 
Section 2 of the Voting ~ight.Act,  em munded, 42 U.S.C. 1973; 8. 
Rap. No. 97-417, 97th Cong., 2d.Sosr. 12 n.31 (1102). ~ccorbhgly,
givm thr ncCh.. dacision, I cannot c6ncluda, a8 X must unbar 
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Section 5, that tho proposrd changes mrot thr Actr. preclearance 
nquirrrrontr. Tharoforo, on behalf of the Attornoy O.n+ral, I must 
objoct to tho propored change from at-la- to mingle-munb.r district 
aloctionr and tha proposod singlo-mamb.r district plan. Tho Attornay 
General will d o  no dat~rpaination~on - -the propsad alaction schedule 

at this tba. 


Of courmo, 88 provided by 80ctf0n 5 of tha' wting Rights A c t ,  
you have tho right to aaak a daclaratory judgment the United 
States Diatrict Court for tho District of ~olurabi4'~'thatt h i m  change. 
bar neither the purpora nor will have tho aff- 6f deny* or 
abridging the right to voto on account of race or!color. Hwovor, 
until tho objection i8 withdrawn or a judgment frc#n tha Di8trict of 
Columbia Court $8 obtained, the affect of tho objaction by tho 
Attorney Ganaral ir to mak. tha proposed single-mamber district plan 
legally unanforcoablo. 28 C.F.R. 51.10. 


To onablo this Department to reat it8 rusponsibility to 
anforce thr voting Rights Act ,  plea- inform w of the course of 
action the Granville County Board of Education plan8 to take with . 
respoct to thir matter. If you havo any quostiona, fee1 froe to call 
Sandra 8. C 0 1 8 ~ n  (202-724-6718), Diroctor of tho Section 5 Unit of 
the Voting Section. 

Wm. Bradford Raynolds 
A8ri8tant Attorney Ganeral 


Civil Righta Division 




December 29, 1988 


Michael Crowell, Es 
Tharrington, Smith 8Hargrove 
P. 0. Box 1151 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Dear Mr. Crowell: 


This refers to your request that tho Attorney General 
reconsider the Auguut 1, 1988, objection under Ssction 5 02 the 
Voting Rights A c t  of 1965, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1973c, to the 
change from at-larga to single-member district elections and the 
districting plan for the board of education in Granville County, 
North Carolina. 

This also refers to the implementation schedula, including the 
April 11 and May 2, 1989, special elections, for the new election 
system, submitted to the Attorne General pureuant to Section 5. We 
received your letter and submiss 1on on November 4, 1988. 

As indicated in the August 1, 1988 objection letter, tho 
objection was interposed becausa we could not find any.eignificant 
differences, in terms of the opportunities presented to minority 
voters, between the school board plan and the county commission 
plan, which the United States District Court found to violate 
Section 2 of tha Voting Rights A c t ,  as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1973, in 
McGhae v* C O ~ ,  Feb. 5, 1988).NO, 87-29-CIV-5 (B.D.N.C.
In view of tha pending appeal of that decision, we noted that 
if the appeal roaulted in a reversal of the decision, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection could be warranted. 

A s  your request for reconsideration point8 out, the United 
States Couxt of Appeals for tho Fourth Circuit has reversed the 
district court, v. Co-, NO. 88-1553 (4th Cfr. 
Oct. 21, 1988), Accordingly, pursuant to the reconmideration 
guideline. promulgated in th.Proceduru for the Adminiatration of 
Section (28 C.F.R. 51.48). the objection intarpoued to the singla- 
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member district election system and districting plan is hereby 
withdrawn. In addition, the Attorney General doe8 not interpose any 
objection to M e  1989 implementation schedule. However, we feel a 
responsibility to po-int out that Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act 
expressly provides that the failure of the Attorney General to 

' 

object does not bar any subsequent judicial action to enjoin the 
enforcement of such changes. See also 28 C.F.R. 51.41. 

Sincerely, 


James P. .Turner 
Acting A8sistant Attorney General 

Civil Right8 Division 

cc: Leslie J. Winner, Esq. 

G. K. Butterfield, Esq. 



