
T h i s  in in reference to the k l m l e n t a t i o n  of South 
Carolina State Act 2e3 (Komc Rule Act) for tlzc :om of 
Bisho~viITa,Soath Carolina, subnitted to tke Attmmey 
C-era1 pursuant to ~ e c a o n5 of t>e Voticq Fiqhts F-ct 
of 1905, as mended. Ycur su5rdssfon was oric:inally 
received oa f%y 3, 1976. SJditic?ral ir .foz,ation w a s  
received on July 2 0 ,  1976, and still fur'i?er 5nfon;latfon, 
cocpletiiig t !e  su3nission, was recciv~don Z~~tczhe r  1976.27,  

I Zn the ~ a s t, the s i x - m ~ rC~SUZCLL of tl?e r c m  cf 
1 Rishopville was elcctac? at-large, by plcre?i y r  vote, to 

nonstaggererl terr.s. 'The elections w.;?.rc :mr y crtiszr.. 
Because of L\c? re^-~iraents oE L%e 1:?..-,5 R ! i l ~5 . ~ t ,t:;~?tcm 
has decided tz'lat in tE;a fut-c a majoki?? af tkr vr , tcs  %?ill! be requiree for clcction anb t3at cozr?e~.Lnzr~i,- ::i3-1 

I 

b-. 5:::r-s 
be staggered. Frsc ,C,ecflons 47-92 and 47-97 of "c!;~. i 5 C Zi South Carolina Cc.-:c of Laws.I 

The ;it:tor::&y General dfi not object ~ 2 2 2 ~ ~Scction 5 
of tt\e V o t i n c  Tlqhta A c t  to the Eone L!3e Act. Eofieverr 
our letters uf huqust 25, 1975 and Decr=?%?r 19, 1975, 
i nZ i ca t e i !  t?,i..tC:TLT,~CSd-Llo;.teZby ir^r3ivl~?rml~unicipalities 
in cornplis-.cc i i i th Lye !:cr-e F . : ~ l e  A c t  would b~ s&ject to 
the requirc~cntsof C e c t i o r :  5 ,  In the case of Bfahapville 
such changca include the us=+of a majority requirment in 
elections for ~ u d c i p a loffice and the staggering of the 
tams of council n~~n~?ert. 

Section 5 of tire Yoticg Rights k t  requbea the 
Attorney -era1 to cxaclfne a subnitted change that affect 
the voting process to determine that i t  *does not have the 
purpose and w i l l  not have the effect of denying or abridging 
the right to vote on accou~tof race or color." ?amr)-dagI "as detawnnt ion  behalf af the Attornay General,-1 r?,.--. 2 . - on we 
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apply thslegal princip~es-deve~opciiby the court. in th. . 
earn ox analogous situatio'ar. Principal cases dealing w i t h  
the p m p a  approach.to aa'evaltktion of d method of aZsct3on a 


include White v. R ester 412 0.8. 755 (1973), and Z h r  o. 
Ec~eithen-s F.%(5th ~ f t .2d '1973) (en bane) , ~ f =  
pn other grounds sub noaa, Bast C a r r o l l  ~ a a m o o lw a r d  v. 
Ww8hallC 44 U.S.L,W, 4320 m 6 ] .  

In nikhg our detemdnation w i t h  respect to Bisbo~ville'u 
hplersentation of the Rule A c t  we have carefully 
stu4iad demographic, voter registration and couzlcilnanfc 
election data for the twa. dur re'karch indicates the 
following facts: Blacks constitute about 498 of t9e populs-! tion of Bfshapville~unt i l  Yay 1975, no black person had 
everr bema elected to tha ~ishopvilleCity Council, end 
racial bloc voting zippars to exist  in Bishopville. 

On September 3, 1974, tho ~t to - General interposed 
an objection to a plan of staggered terns for the B i s b p v i l l e  
Tom Council. W e  know of no significant relevant charges 
that would lead us to modify our analysis of k?xeeffect of 
staggered term in Bishopvilla. W i t h  the exfstence i n  Sonth 
Carolina of aci opportunity lto sbgle-shot vote, the rcductian 
of the f i e l d  of canOidatea that would result frun the 
irr;osition ~ r f  staggered terms would have the effect of 
1 k . i t h g  the potentfal for black voter# to elect a can62date 
of their choice. 

more racial bloc v o t i n g  e x i ~ t a rand where blacks 
constitute a significant mbority of the electorate, the 
hplemntation 'ofa majority reqairement w i t h i n  the context 
of at-large elections can n a h  it difficult, if not hpossible,
for  ninoxity voters to elect: a candidate of their choice, 

Cndw these circumstances, the Attorney G m c - r a l  
cannot conclude, as he must under the Votfng I'livhts ?,ct 
cf 1965, that the k,plerrtentation of staggered t e n s  ant? 
a majority requiremnt the T m  of PlishopviTle will not  
h a v ~the effect of denying or abridgbg the richt to vote 
an acc~untof race or color. f nrust, therefore, 02 behalf 
of the Attorney Genexa, interpose an objection to the 
fmplascatati~nby thQ of Bishopvilla of South Carolina 
Act 283 with respect to the adoption of the afor~~~~entioned 
election procedures, 
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,-
course, ~&ti~xi' s pernits you to soak a dacl&atory 

judgnkt from the United Skates D i s t r i c t  Court for the 
- i.~istrictof Columbia that theso change6 have noither W e  

' 
purpose nox the effect of denying or abridging the right '  
to vote on accouni: of race or color. £?owever, until such 
u judgment fs rendered by that Court, the effect of the 
objection by the Attornay General is to render the changes
legally unenforccsb3e. 

Sincerely, 

if.Stanley Pottinqcr 
P.ssistanl A t  kcrney General 

C i v i l  R i g 3 t s  Division 


