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Honorable Daniel a‘ Meleod
Attorney General .

State of fouth alinag

Post Office Gox 13.54? '
Columbia, South Gem:lm 29211

. Dearx Er. Attorney Geaezal.

This is in reference to the Charter Conmission
Report for Charleston Coumty, Scuth Carolina, submitted
to the Attorney Caneral purguamt to Section ' § of tho
Vaoting Rights Act of 1965. Your submission was completed

_on July 25, 1974,

Section 51.7 of the Attoracy Genersl's Procedures
for the Adrialstration of fcction 5 of tha Voblng Righta
Act of 1955 (28 C.F.R. 51.7) provides that tha Attoracy
Ceneral will mske mo decivion ca the merits of “a change
affecting voting which has been submitted prior to final
eaxaetzcat o fiu'&l administrative declaion, provided that
Tey srding & change as to which approval by referendum ,» o &

is rﬂqx..v-c:d o v »y the Attoraey Genoral may conslder and
izsue 4 deeision concerning the chanse prior to the
rafoventum . o o o UWe undersiand that a reforsadun
;: t::1~ adestion of the voting clunpe iovolved da this sube
oa 1s roqulred and 12 scheduled for Novesher of this
L‘mcvcr, in view of yeur oz,.,-zzisaion to the Attorncy
ral awlor to the refzrendum, the instant dziermination
seing made pursuant to his Section 5 regslations. '
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The Astorany Censral dess aot intsrscse an
sbjection to the sudmiesion excapt a5 svtad below,
In this vegard, we poiat cut thet Sectiom 5 of ¢tha
‘Votiag Rights Act sxpressly provides thet the fallere -
of the ARCoeney Sanersl to obient dows nmot bar any
saboeguent Judizial sctica to sajvin che eaforcemsnt

of sush « chunge.

Cur snilysis of the Durter Commissi
m«mmcummmwmoz
thazlasten Comty pepulztiss, snd that soder tha
mmmmm“um wm 4
aombioed ces of mici-aanber districts, at~-largn slactions,
au}u&tymm.mmaﬂ_
smbaved posts. ‘:‘mﬁuhm:;mua '
racial aimawity & histoxy vatiag x) adnluua.
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Wmm would ellow 4 ﬁhmsy
mmmwmmmumuywn
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w:- sg‘u‘g;;i,ns {1973); S
ik ‘ m '0 ~ 4 ',.,*
(Seh cix. 197%); Ziamex v. Noteis

cir. 1973)3 and Begr v. Enited
‘Eu &.Co 1’?‘}.

Under these sircmstances, I «» wabls to conclude
that the inplesantsticn of thesa ispects of the prapossd
chartar do wot bhave tha purpsse or offsct of danyiag ox
dbridging the Tight ts vobs on secount of Teee or seler.,
Azcopdiagly, 1 suet on bebwlf of Che Attorssy Gemeral
fiaterpese in ohjection to tha implensatation of Cha
Abeve-smtisesd sethods af alsction as cantained fn
W 5.01, 5.04.01, 12.02 snd 12.03 of the submittad
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