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kr. Danlel A, lenning

Town Attorney

Towa of Willianston

Post Qffice Dox 506

Willismston, North Carolina 27892

Dear le. Manniaog:

Thias is in reference tc¢ the ordirance of August 3,
1976 amending the ciarter of the Towvn of Williamston to
implervent four-year stagacred texms for the Mavor aad the
membeiss of the Town Board of (ommissioners, subzmitted to
the Actorney General pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting
Bights &ct of 1965, as amended. Your submigsion was
completcd on Decenbar 7, 1976.

e have examined carefully the information you
have provided, alonz with information aud coumonts frowm
cther interasted parties. Our aanzalysis reveals that
although blacks constitute a rubstaantial progorction of
the population of the Towa of Williamston, tiiey have
only cecently achieved represeatation on the Board of
Comnissioners. The ioposition of staggered terms in
the context of tha at-large system of election in the
Tova of Willieoston would result fn a reduction of tha
nucber of positicns to ba filled and the attending
field of condidates at any givea election, thus limite

dng tiha potential for black votaers to olect a condi~
date of their choice.

-

Undor these circumastannes, end in view of recent
court decisions such as Zese v. United States, 425 U.S. |
139 (197€); Gaoreia v, United States, 411 U,5., 526 (1973); .
and Graves v. Zawnes, 343 F. Supp. 703 (W.D, Tex. 1572),
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aff'd gub nom, Vhite v. Begester, 412 U.8. 735 (1973),
we are unadle to conclude, as we must under the Voting
Rights Act, that the staggering of the terus of the
Mayor and mesbers of the Town Board of Commissioners
will not have & raciaslly discriminatory effect.
Consequently, I must on behalf of the Attorney General
interpose an objection to the suggerlu of terms
occasioned by the ordinance of August 2, 1976.

Of coursze, Section 3 permits seskiag spproval
of all changes affecting voting by the United States
District Court for the District of Columbis irrespec~
tive of whether the changes have praviously been
submitted to the Attorney Gensral., However, until
such 8 judgment i3 rendered by that Court, the legal
effect of the objection by the Attorney Genersl is to
render the change in questioa legally unenforceable.

Sincarely,

J. Stanley Fottingsr
Assistant Attorney Genaral

Clvil Rights Divisiocn

-~




Mr. Waniel A. Hanning

Town Attorasy

Town of wWilllamston

Poat Office Box 506

williamston, lorth Carolina 27892

bear Mr. Meannlag:

This is in refereance to your requaest that the
Attorney Genaral reconsider his Pebruary 4, 1977 chjection
under section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as
arended, to the imposition of staggeraed terns for the Hayor
and & members of the Board of Commissicners for the Town
cf Willianston, ilorth Carolina. Your request for reconaidera-
tion was received on June 7, 1977.

We have given careful consideration to the Informantioa
you have forwarded in addition to the information and data
which you had previously provided this of€ice in connection
with our original examination of the change inr question.

Our analyeis reveals that under a staggored terwms
rethod of elcction, the opportunity for minority reprosen-
tation is negligible without the support of a considarable
percentage of wuite voters., Further, there is noc indication
that a black candidate, othar than !Mr. Noneyblue, has ever
gained such support. 23 a result we are unable to conclude
that the change in question does not have an impermissible
anegative impact on the voting potential of the black citizens
in tho Town of Williamston. Under these circusstances we
Jdo not perceive a basis for the withdrawal of the ~ttorney
Genarxal's objection.




Of course, as provided by Section 5 of the Voting
rRights Act, you have the alternative of instituting an
action in the United States CDistrict Court for the District
of Columbia sceking a declaratory judgment that the imposi-
tion of staggered terms deoes not have the purpose and will
not have the effect of denying or abridging the right to
vota of blacks in the Town of Willliamston. Unless and until
auch judgment is cbtained, icwever, as previcusly noted, the
effect of the objection by the Attorney Coneral is to render
the change in question leqgally unenforceable.

Sincerely,

Drew S. Days III
Assistant Attorney General
Civil xrights Division




