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Pursuant to this Court’s minute order of December 7, 2011, Plaintiffs respectfully submit this 

brief regarding whether:  1) candidate John Nix won or lost the November 2011 City Council election in 

Kinston; and 2) whether either Count I or Count II is now moot.  The short answer is that Nix lost, but 

that neither count of the complaint is moot, particularly since Nix intends to run again in 2013. 

1. Nix did not prevail in the Kinston City Council election.  Running as an unaffiliated 

candidate for one of three spots, Nix came in fourth place, losing to the three Democratic candidates.  See 

Lenoir County Board of Elections, November 8, 2011, Municipal Elections, Official Results, City of 

Kinston City Council (Nov. 28, 2011), http://results.enr.clarityelections.com/NC/Lenoir/33089/51373/en/ 

summary.html (last visited December 9, 2011) (Exhibit A); Dave Anderson, Final election results in 

Lenoir, Greene and Jones counties, Kinston Free Press (Nov. 20, 2011), http://www.kinston.com/ 

common/printer/view.php?db=kfpress&id=78022 (last visited December 9, 2011) (Exhibit B). 

Tellingly, though, these election results illustrate the electoral injury that Section 5 imposed upon 

Nix by suspending Kinston’s nonpartisan-elections referendum.  Nix received 1355 votes as an 

unaffiliated candidate, while his Democratic opponents respectively received 2514 votes, 2329 votes, and 

2003 votes.  See id.  Critically, however, his opponents’ totals each include 1059 votes that they received 

due to Democratic straight-ticket party-line voting, which means that two of those candidates’ margins of 

victory over Nix actually depended on the party-line votes.  See id.  To be sure, it is unclear whether Nix 

actually would have won in a nonpartisan election where his Democratic opponents would not have had 

the benefit of such partisan voting.  But what is certain is that Nix lost in this partisan election when his 

opponents received their decisive votes through a partisan benefit, and it also can be readily inferred that 

Nix suffered some competitive disadvantage because of that partisan benefit.  This is the precise electoral 

injury that the D.C. Circuit held conferred standing on Nix in this case (in addition to the ballot-access 

costs associated with partisan elections).  LaRoque v. Holder, 650 F.3d 777, 786-87 (D.C. Cir. 2011). 

Notably, Nix intends to run for Kinston City Council in 2013.  In particular, on November 9, 

2011, Nix made the following post-election statement on his publicly accessible campaign webpage: 
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I want to make it very clear to everyone that my “defeat” November 8 in the 
Kinston City Council race was not a defeat at all.  It was an education into the inequities 
found in Kinston’s partisan electorial system and only allows me to adjust my sights.  For 
the record, I intend to run for Kinston City Council in 2013.  Thanks again to all my 
supporters! 

http://www.nixforcouncil.com (last visited December 9, 2011) (Exhibit C). 

2. “The party who alleges that a controversy … has become moot has the ‘heavy burden’ of 

establishing that [the court] lack[s] jurisdiction.”  Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032, 1042 n.8 (1983); see 

also Firefighters Local Union No. 1784 v. Stotts, 467 U.S. 561, 569-70 (1984).  Here, for two primary 

reasons, that burden has not been satisfied:  (a) Nix’s candidate-related injury-in-fact falls squarely within 

the “capable of repetition, yet evading review” exception to mootness; and (b) wholly apart from Nix’s 

candidacy, Plaintiffs are all currently suffering from a “denial of equal treatment” injury-in-fact due to the 

racially discriminatory suspension of Kinston’s nonpartisan-elections referendum under the 2006 

amended preclearance standard.  As explained below, each of these two live injuries is independently 

sufficient to establish Plaintiffs’ continued standing to bring both counts of the complaint. 

 a. Nix’s candidate-related injury-in-fact “fit[s] comfortably within the established 

exception to mootness for disputes capable of repetition, yet evading review,” which “applies where ‘(1) 

the challenged action is in its duration too short to be fully litigated prior to cessation or expiration; and 

(2) there is a reasonable expectation that the same complaining party will be subject to the same action 

again.’”  Davis v. FEC, 554 U.S. 724, 735 (2008).  Indeed, the paradigmatic application of this exception 

is in election cases where, as here, courts cannot (or do not) adjudicate the case before the original 

election is held but the plaintiff-candidate intends to run again and thus reasonably expects to face the 

same electoral injury in the future.  In Davis, for example, the Supreme Court applied the exception to a 

candidate’s campaign-finance challenge, because the claim “could not reasonably be resolved before the 

election concluded” and the candidate had “made a public statement” in a newspaper “expressing his 

intent” to run again.  Id. at 735-36; see also Krislov v. Rednour, 226 F.3d 851, 858 (7th Cir. 2000) 

(applying the exception to a candidate’s challenge to ballot-access signature requirements, where the 

election “ha[d] long since passed” but the candidate “ha[d] articulated an interest in pursuing … other 
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elective offices”); see generally Burlington N. R.R. Co. v. Surface Transp. Bd., 75 F.3d 685, 690 (D.C. 

Cir. 1996) (events that will occur in “less than two years’ duration ordinarily evade review”).   

Davis is directly on point here:  (1) Nix’s candidacy injuries evaded review, because the courts 

failed to adjudicate his claims during the less than two years between the filing of the April 2010 

complaint and the November 2011 election; and (2) Nix’s candidacy injuries are capable of repetition, 

because he has publicly expressed his intent to run in the 2013 election for Kinston City Council, see 

supra at 1-2, which once again will be a partisan election due to Section 5’s suspension of the 

nonpartisan-elections referendum. 

Accordingly, Nix’s candidate-related injury-in-fact is not moot.  Furthermore, as previously 

explained in Plaintiffs’ summary judgment reply brief and summarized below, that injury alone 

establishes Nix’s standing to bring both Count I and Count II of the complaint. 

As for Count I, the D.C. Circuit has squarely held that Nix’s candidate injury confers standing to 

bring Plaintiffs’ enumerated-powers claim, which consists of a two-pronged challenge to both the 2006 

reauthorization and the 2006 amendments.  LaRoque, 650 F.3d at 780, 795-96; see also Complaint ¶ 34.  

That holding is law-of-the-case.  See Pltfs. SJ Reply Br. 34.  We nonetheless note that it is also plainly 

correct, because success on either prong of that enumerated-powers challenge—including only on the 

prong challenging the 2006 amendments—would lead to the facial invalidation of Section 5 under the 

“congruence and proportionality” test, thereby redressing the injurious suspension of the referendum 

caused by Section 5.  See id. 34 & n.8 (citing Sabri v. United States, 541 U.S. 600, 609-10 (2004), and 

Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509, 530 n.18 (2004)); see also, e.g., Bd. of Trustees of the Univ. of Ala. v. 

Garrett, 531 U.S. 356, 360-62, 372-73 (2001) (reviewing and invalidating all of Title I of the ADA, 

including the statute’s provisions that required accessible facilities and prohibited practices with a 

disparate impact, even though the specific facts of that case implicated only the statute’s provisions that 

prohibited intentional discrimination and required reasonable accommodation).  Thus, it is clear that, 

based solely on the D.C. Circuit’s standing decision in LaRoque and the Supreme Court’s mootness 

decision in Davis, this Court must at a minimum adjudicate the merits of Nix’s enumerated-powers 
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challenge in Count I to the 2006 version of Section 5, including both the 2006 reauthorization and the 

2006 amendments.1 

As for Count II, Nix’s candidate injury also confers standing to bring Plaintiffs’ equal-protection 

challenge to the 2006 amendments, because success on that claim likewise would redress the injurious 

suspension of the referendum caused by the amended preclearance standard, for two distinct reasons.  

First, the Attorney General clearly applied the discriminatory amended standard when denying 

administrative preclearance, and he has failed here to meet his burden of proving that he would have 

made the same decision under the original standard, which means that the amended standard caused the 

injurious suspension to persist and this Court could redress that injury by invalidating the amended 

standard and vacating the objection letter.  See Pltfs. SJ Reply Br. 37-39.  Second, Nix contends that the 

discriminatory amended standard is non-severable from the reauthorization of the preclearance 

requirement, which means that the amended standard caused the injurious suspension to exist and this 

Court could redress that injury by facially invalidating Section 5.  See id. 39-44. 

In sum, Nix’s candidate injury is not moot despite his loss in the 2011 election, and it establishes 

his standing to litigate the merits of both counts of the complaint. 

 b. Furthermore, wholly apart from Nix’s candidacy, Plaintiffs all continue to suffer 

the distinct injury-in-fact that they are being denied “equal treatment” as voters, because the 2006 

amended preclearance standard “reli[es] on racial criteria” to impose a “barrier” against the enactment of 

local election changes that are relatively adverse for voters in the racial minority, and the nonpartisan-

elections referendum is suspended until precleared under that discriminatory regime.  See id. 35-37 

(quoting United States v. Hays, 515 U.S. 737, 744-45 (1995), and Ne. Fla. Chapter of the Associated Gen. 

Contractors of Am. v. City of Jacksonville, 508 U.S. 656, 666 (1993)).  Obviously, if that equal-treatment 

injury-in-fact was sufficient to support Plaintiffs’ standing at the outset, then it still exists now and has not 

                                                 
1 Moreover, although unnecessary given the foregoing, there is additional support for Nix’s candidate standing to 
bring the Count I enumerated-powers challenge to the 2006 amendments:  namely, the arguments in the paragraph 
below for why Nix has candidate standing to bring the Count II equal-protection challenge to the 2006 amendments.  
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been mooted by the unrelated event that Nix lost in the 2011 election.  And indeed, as previously 

explained in Plaintiffs’ summary judgment brief and summarized below, that injury alone establishes 

Plaintiffs’ standing to bring both counts of the complaint. 

First, Plaintiffs’ equal-treatment injury-in-fact is judicially cognizable.  Once the merits of 

Plaintiffs’ claims are accepted as true—as this Court must do for purposes of standing and mootness—

there can be no doubt that the amended preclearance standard relies on racial criteria to treat white voters 

in Kinston differently from, and worse than, black voters in Kinston.  Specifically, the amended 

preclearance standard prohibits changes that would reduce the expected electoral chances of blacks and 

deters changes that would fail to increase the expected electoral chances of blacks, whereas it allows 

changes that will fail to increase, or even reduce, the expected electoral chances of whites.  See id. 22-32.  

The amended preclearance standard thus gives black voters a race-based preference concerning the 

enactment of voting laws that are beneficial to their racial group.  Whether or not the use of racial criteria 

to confer such preferential treatment can be constitutionally justified as a legal matter, it plainly 

constitutes an injury-in-fact that enables white voters in Kinston to sue when the referendum that they 

support is suspended until precleared under that discriminatory regime.  See id. 35-37. 

It is wholly irrelevant that some black voters also support the referendum and some white voters 

oppose the referendum.  Under Hays, the reason that every citizen who resides within a racially 

gerrymandered district can sue, regardless of whether their race is burdened or benefited by the 

gerrymander, is because they all have been denied equal treatment as voters when their jurisdiction’s 

district lines are drawn predominantly based on racial criteria that focus on the effect of those lines on 

certain racial groups.  515 U.S. at 744-45.  Likewise, here, Kinston’s citizens, and especially its white 

citizens, have been denied equal treatment as voters because the amended preclearance standard assesses 

their jurisdiction’s referendum predominantly—indeed, exclusively—based on racial criteria that focus on 

the adverse effect of that referendum on favored black citizens.  Tellingly, it could not seriously be 

disputed that black voters in Kinston would have an injury-in-fact that entitled them to sue if federal law 

prohibited local election changes that would reduce (or fail to increase) the expected electoral chances of 
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white voters.  And the Constitution demands “consistency of treatment irrespective of the race of the 

burdened or benefited group.”  Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pena, 515 U.S. 200, 227 (1995). 

Second, Plaintiffs’ equal-treatment injury-in-fact is caused by the constitutional violations 

challenged in each count of the complaint and would be redressed by the relief requested for those counts, 

for reasons very similar to those discussed above when analyzing causation and redressability for Nix’s 

candidate-related injury-in-fact.  See supra at 3-4.  As for the challenge to the 2006 reauthorization under 

the first prong of Count I’s enumerated-powers claim:  The challenged reauthorization caused the unequal 

treatment of Plaintiffs, because the referendum’s suspension under the discriminatory amended 

preclearance standard never would have occurred but for the reauthorization.  And that unequal treatment 

would be redressed if this challenge were successful, because the reauthorization of the preclearance 

requirement would be facially invalidated.  As for the challenges to the 2006 amendments under the 

second prong of Count I’s enumerated-powers claim and Count II’s equal-protection claim:  The 

challenged amended preclearance standard caused the unequal treatment of Plaintiffs, because that 

discriminatory standard was applied to the referendum, was the basis for denying administrative 

preclearance to the referendum, and is also non-severable from the reauthorization of the preclearance 

requirement.  And that unequal treatment would be redressed if these challenges were successful, because 

this Court could either facially invalidate Section 5 or at least invalidate the amended preclearance 

standard and vacate the objection letter. 

In sum, Plaintiffs’ equal-treatment injury is not moot because it is wholly independent of Nix’s 

candidacy, and it establishes their standing to litigate the merits of both counts of the complaint.2 

* * * 

Although Nix’s loss in the November 2011 Kinston City Council election does not in any way 

moot this case, it does underscore the harms that can and will result from a delayed determination of 

                                                 
2 Also wholly independent of Nix’s candidacy, Plaintiffs continue to have standing as proponents of the referendum 
whose votes have been nullified by Section 5.  See Pltfs. MTD Opp. 16-21.  To be sure, this Court rejected that 
contention at the motion-to-dismiss stage, but the D.C. Circuit did not pass on the question when it reversed, and 
Plaintiffs thus preserve their contention for appeal. 
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Section 5’s unconstitutionality.  Particularly given the nationwide interests at stake, as reflected by the 

D.C. Circuit’s order drastically expediting briefing and argument in Shelby County, Plaintiffs here 

respectfully renew their request for this Court to enter final judgment as promptly as possible. 
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NOVEMBER 8, 2011, MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS, OFFICIAL RESULTS, 

CITY OF KINSTON CITY COUNCIL 
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Lenoir County Board of Elections 

OFFICIAL RESULTS 
 

STATEWIDE CONTEST RESULTS: CLICK HERE               SAMPLE BALLOTS: CLICK HERE 
Search Contests 
(9 of 9)

Go To Page 1  Display ALL

CITY OF KINSTON STRAIGHT PARTY (Vote For 1)

13 of 13 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Democratic (DEM) 94.81% 1,059
Republican (REP) 5.19% 58
   1,117

CITY OF KINSTON CITY COUNCIL (Vote For 3)

13 of 13 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Sammy C. 
Aiken (DEM)

20.40% 2,003

Kelly Jarman (DEM) 25.60% 2,514
Joseph M. 
Tyson (DEM)

23.71% 2,329

Lennie E. 
Peterson (REP)

4.71% 463

Jimmy Cousins (UNA) 11.74% 1,153
John C. Nix (UNA) 13.80% 1,355
Write-in 
(miscellaneous)

0.04% 4

   9,821

TOWN OF LA GRANGE MAYOR (Vote For 1)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Woody Gurley 82.35% 378
Gregory Rouse (Write-
in)

14.81% 68

Bobby Wooten (Write-
in)

1.09% 5

Write-in 
(miscellaneous)

1.74% 8

   459

TOWN OF LA GRANGE TOWN COMMISSIONER (Vote For 3)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Curt Boone 12.17% 152
Larry L. Gladney 27.86% 348

Municipal Elections 
November 8, 2011

Registered Voters: 17,313
Ballots Cast: 4,486
Voter Turnout: 25.91 %

Precincts Partially Reported: 0 of 15
Precincts Completely Reported: 15 of 15

Website last updated 11/28/2011 
4:23:46 PM EST

Page 1 of 3Lenoir - Election Results

12/7/2011http://results.enr.clarityelections.com/NC/Lenoir/33089/51373/en/summary.html
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Albert Lee Gray 19.54% 244
Clifton O. Harrison 21.86% 273
Chris McCallister 18.09% 226
Write-in 
(miscellaneous)

0.48% 6

   1,249

TOWN OF PINK HILL MAYOR (Vote For 1)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Yvonne Stroud 
Deatherage

41.52% 71

Darren Powell 4.09% 7
Carol Sykes 43.86% 75
Write-in 
(miscellaneous)

10.53% 18

   171

TOWN OF PINK HILL TOWN COMMISSIONER (Vote For 3)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

Debra Grady 15.11% 68
Manda Herring 11.11% 50
Mike Hill 18.22% 82
Donald Ray King 22.00% 99
Marion Mitchell 18.00% 81
Robin King Whaley 14.44% 65
Write-in 
(miscellaneous)

1.11% 5

   450

CITY OF KINSTON CITY CHARTER AMENDMENT REFERENDUM (Vote For 1)

13 of 13 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

For 33.94% 1,250
Against 66.06% 2,433
   3,683

TOWN OF LA GRANGE MIXED BEVERAGE ELECTION (Vote For 1)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

  Percent Votes

For 60.30% 319
Against 39.70% 210
   529

TOWN OF PINK HILL TOWN CHARTER AMENDMENT REFERENDUM (Vote For 1)

1 of 1 Precincts Reporting

Page 2 of 3Lenoir - Election Results

12/7/2011http://results.enr.clarityelections.com/NC/Lenoir/33089/51373/en/summary.html
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  Percent Votes

For 68.35% 108
Against 31.65% 50
   158

Page 3 of 3Lenoir - Election Results

12/7/2011http://results.enr.clarityelections.com/NC/Lenoir/33089/51373/en/summary.html
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

_______________________________________ 

STEPHEN LAROQUE, ANTHONY CUOMO, ) 
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EXHIBIT B:  DAVE ANDERSON, FINAL ELECTION RESULTS IN LENOIR, GREENE, AND 
JONES COUNTIES, KINSTON FREE PRESS (NOV. 20, 2011) 
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David Anderson 
2011-11-19 14:24:29 

Local Boards of Elections held their canvasses of this month’s municipal elections earlier this week. The 
winners have not changed in any of the races in Lenoir, Greene or Jones counties, but elections officials 
added the curbside and provisional ballots cast to the totals recorded on Election Day. 

Curbside ballots are cast by voters who cannot get to the voting booth because of a condition that 
prevents them from leaving their vehicles. 

Jean Alphin, deputy director of the Lenoir County Board of Elections, said provisional ballots are cast by 
voters who visit a polling place but are not registered to vote. To vote at that site, they must fill out a voter 
application and a paper ballot there. 

  

Lenoir County 

  

City of Kinston straight party, vote for one 

Democratic: 1,059 votes; 94.81 percent* 

Republican: 58 votes; 5.19 percent 

  

City of Kinston, city council, vote for three 

Kelly Jarman, D: 2,514 votes; 25.60 percent* 

Joseph M. Tyson, D: 2,329 votes; 23.71 percent* 

Sammy C. Aiken, D: 2,003 votes; 20.40 percent* 

John C. Nix, U: 1,355 votes; 13.80 percent 

Jimmy Cousins, U: 1,153 votes, 11.74 percent 

Lennie E. Peterson, R: 463 votes; 4.71 percent 

Write-in: 4 votes; .04 percent 

  

Town of La Grange mayor, vote for one 

Final election results in Lenoir, Greene and Jones counties
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12/7/2011http://www.kinston.com/common/printer/view.php?db=kfpress&id=78022
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Woody Gurley: 378 votes; 82.35 percent* 

Write-in: 81 votes; 17.65 percent 

  

Town of La Grange town commissioner, vote for three 

Larry L. Gladney: 348 votes; 27.86 percent* 

Clifton O. Harrison: 273 votes; 21.86 percent* 

Albert Lee Gray: 244 votes; 19.54 percent* 

Chris McCallister: 226 votes; 18.09 percent 

Curt Boone: 152 votes; 12.17 percent 

Write-in: 6 votes; .48 percent 

  

Town of Pink Hill mayor, vote for one 

Carol Sykes: 75 votes; 43.86 percent* 

Yvonne Stroud Deatherage: 71 votes; 41.52 percent 

Darren Powell: 7 votes; 4.09 percent 

Write-in: 18 votes; 10.53 percent 

  

Town of Pink Hill town commissioner, vote for three 

Donald Ray King: 99 votes; 22 percent* 

Mike Hill: 82 votes; 18.22 percent* 

Marion Mitchell: 81 votes; 18 percent* 

Debra Grady: 68 votes; 15.11 percent 

Robin King Whaley: 65 votes; 14.44 percent 

Manda Herring: 50 votes; 11.11 percent 

Write-in: 5 votes; 1.11 percent 

  

City of Kinston mayoral veto, vote for one 

For: 1,250 votes; 33.94 percent 
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Against: 2,433 votes; 66.06 percent* 

  

Town of La Grange mixed beverage referendum 

For: 319 votes; 60.30 percent* 

Against: 210 votes; 39.70 percent 

  

Town of Pink Hill staggered election referendum 

For: 108 votes; 68.35 percent* 

Against: 50 votes; 31.65 percent 

  

Greene County 

  

Town of Hookerton mayor, vote for one 

Bobby Taylor: 76 votes; 85.39 percent* 

Write-in: 13 votes; 14.61 percent 

  

Town of Hookerton town commissioner, vote for two 

Ryan Stocks: 75 votes; 47.77 percent* 

Danny Taylor: 74 votes; 47.13 percent* 

Write-in: 8 votes; 5.10 percent 

  

Town of Snow Hill town commissioner, vote for two 

Donnell Hagans: 387 votes; 26.80 percent* 

Lorrine Burney Washington: 377 votes; 26.11 percent* 

Laura Harper O’Brien: 351 votes; 24.31 percent 

Roger D. Whitson: 328 votes; 22.71 percent 

Write-in: 1 vote; .07 percent 
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Town of Walstonburg town commissioner, vote for five 

Brenda Moore Haymond: 26 votes; 20.47 percent* 

Fitzhugh Lee McKeel Jr.: 25 votes; 19.69 percent* 

Ronald Turner: 25 votes; 19.69 percent* 

Mary R. Hardison: 23 votes; 18.11 percent* 

Bobby Hicks: 14 votes; 11.02 percent* 

Write-in: 14 votes; 11.02 percent 

  

Maury Sanitary Land District board members, vote for two 

W.A. “Pete” Beamon: 11 votes; 50 percent* 

Lawrence A. Moye Jr.: 11 votes; 50 percent* 

Write-in: 0 votes; 0 percent 

  

Town of Snow Hill mixed beverage referendum 

For: 333 votes; 48.76 percent 

Against: 350 votes; 51.24 percent* 

  

Jones County 

Town of Pollocksville town commissioner, vote for three 

Samuel Lincoln: 43 votes; 23.63 percent* 

John L. Simmons: 40 votes; 21.98 percent* 

B.E. “Nickey” Miller: 29 votes; 15.93 percent* 

Peggy H. White: 26 votes; 14.29 percent 

Sheila Gaskins (Write-in): 21 votes; 11.54 percent 

Ellie Banks: 17 votes; 9.34 percent 

Write-in (Miscellaneous): 6 votes; 3.3 percent 

  

Town of Trenton mayor, vote for one 
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Darlene O. Spivey: 39 votes; 95.12 percent* 

Write-in: 2 votes; 4.88 percent 

  

Town of Trenton town commissioner, vote for three 

Charles C. Jones Jr.: 36 votes; 33.33 percent* 

Danny W. Blackwell: 34 votes; 31.48 percent* 

Robert W. Horvath: 33; 30.56 percent* 

Write-in: 5 votes; 4.63 percent 

  

*Denotes winners 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

_______________________________________ 

STEPHEN LAROQUE, ANTHONY CUOMO, ) 
JOHN NIX, KLAY NORTHRUP, and KINSTON ) 
CITIZENS FOR NON-PARTISAN VOTING, ) 
 ) 

Plaintiffs, )         
 ) 

v. )  Civ. No.: 1:10-CV-00561-JDB 
 ) 
ERIC H. HOLDER, JR. )
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE )
UNITED STATES )
 ) 
 Defendant, ) 
  ) 
 and  ) 
   ) 
JOSEPH M. TYSON, et al., )
   ) 
  Defendant-Intervenors. ) 
_______________________________________   

EXHIBIT C:  NIX CAMPAIGN WEBPAGE, 
http://www.nixforcouncil.com 
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'

Home
Biography
Get Involved

I need your help to win 
in November. There 
are several ways you 
can make a difference 
in this year's elections. 

Make Phone Calls  
Go Door-to-Door  
Put up a yard sign  
Help with Fundraising  
Work outside the polls  
Make a Contribution  
Wear a t-shirt  

Your participation will 
make a big difference. 
Help me get my 
message out into the 
community. Contact 
me to get involved how 
you're most 
comfortable. 

A ppearance on The 

R eece G ardner Show  

Click here to watch the 
video online. My segement 
starts around 15:35 in the 
show.

Post-Election Statement

"I want to make it very clear to everyone that my 
"defeat" November 8 in the Kinston City Council race 
was not a defeat at all. It was an education into the 
inequities found in Kinston's partisan electorial 
system and only allows me to adjust my sights. For 
the record, I intend to run for Kinston City Council in 
2013. Thanks again to all my supporters!" 

— John Nix, 11/09/2011

Vote Nix for City 
Council
"I became interested in running for City Council after watching the decisions City 
Council has made over the past several years. I resolved to get involved in helping 
to make the decisions that drive our economy and determine the type of city we 
live in. I care about Kinston’s future."  

— John Nix 
Unaffiliated candidate for  

Kinston City Council, 2011

Key Position Points... 

� R eduction of Long-Term  D ebt  

Especially in a down economy and with a reduced tax base, prudent spending 
habits should be a norm. Instead, we have seen an increase in spending. 
Tacking on debt for future generations is not responsible. Those who govern 
must realize that we need to live within our means. Growth will come when our 
financial house is in order. 

� R educe N on-Essential Spending 

� Infrastructure 

Focus should be on maintaining and improving our infrastructure to include 
roads, underground utilities, parks, public buildings and properties. Quality vs. 
Quantity.  

� Citizen A dvisory B oards &  Com m issions  

These boards and commissions should play a larger role in the decision making 
process. The Commissions and Boards should be structured so they have quasi-
managerial functionality. To be effective, there needs to be open dialogue 
between department heads, commissions and boards, and Council. Not just a 
rubber-stamp, but valuable input and direction.  

� P rivatization of Services 

Many of the services the City provides can be provided by the private sector 
through contract services. Cost savings can be from 5% to 20% typically. A 
large part of these savings come from elimination the high cost of benefits such 
as health care, holidays, sick leave, vacation, and pensions. In most instances, 
city employees are hired by the contractor and benefits become the 
responiblitity of the contractor, not the tax payer. Proper administration of 
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these services on the governmental side is critical, but in doing so, helps to 
create a healthy competitive market. 

Privatization creates a healthy competitive market and puts the jobs back in the 
private sector where they belong. City owned buildings and equipment can be 
leased or sold to contract agencies.  

Why I want to serve Kinston...  

It will take principled individuals for the new Council to successfully move forward. 
If elected, I will inherit a history of high utility costs. As Duke Energy and Progress 
Energy continue to negotiate a merger, we can only wait and continue to work with 
the other leaders from neighboring municipalities.  

The decisions we make today effect generations to come, as we have seen with 
Electricities. I own a business. My spending is income dependent. If I have a 
reduced income, I have the option of finding more work or cut expenses to match 
my income. The same principles must apply to government. We cannot continue to 
leverage ourselves through bonds and borrowing and tax and rate increases. We 
the people are tired of the irresponsible spending.  

I contend that too often we get quite comfortable with things and just feel that it 
would useless to complain. I encourage the taxpayer to challenge ideas and policies 
if he or she believes them to be not in the best interest of the public.

I also believe we can find savings internally. Big government is expensive. In fact, I 
think we would all agree that the bigger the government the more expensive it is. 
Somebody else makes poor financial decisions and WE the people are the ones that 
pay….and our Children, and their children and so on. Raising taxes and rates is NOT 
the answer. Period.  

Making informed decisions, not hasty ones, will lead us down the right path and 
build on the solid foundation we already have. I believe that you and I should keep 
more of our money. I believe the purpose of government is to provide for the 
people only what the private sector cannot. I believe in open government wherein 
the citizens are informed.  

I am asking for your vote.  

Please Vote John Nix for City Council! 
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Paid for by John Nix for City Council 

Email: john@matrixeast.net • Office: 252.522.2500 • Cell: 252.560.2150  
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