APR 01473

Tonorable William J. Sssts, Jz.
Attoraey Gemaral

Stats of leuisiana

Departaant of Justica

Baton Rouge, lexisiana 78304

Dear Mr, Attorney Genazal:

This i3 in refersace to Act 106 submittad by you
tc the Attorney General pursusnt to Section 5 of the
VYoting Rights Act of 1965, as amemded. ¥We recaived your
submissien on Yebruary 19, 1973, Act 106 provides £br
the use of divisicas er mumbered posts for all multi-
meeber bodiss in districts, parishes, snicipalities,
and wards in the stata.

Cur apalysis of this mettar reveals that Act 106
would impose &8 mmbersd-post requirsment om prssent
Louisisns electicn procedures for multi-member offices.
In our view the electaral gystee as modified by Act 1036
significaatly reducsa the potentia! for mimority candi-
dates to win representstien in multi-member officss in
jurisdictiens such a3 Louisisne whers thare has been a
partern of zacial bloc veting. The Attorney Gemerzi
has interposed objections undar Section 5 ef the Veting
Rights Act to similar mmbersd-post systems in & mum-
ber of ether jurisdictions. ¥We are asccordingly wuabls
te conclude, a8 we must wnder the Voting Rights Aet,
that implementatiom ef 106 will not have 8 discrimina-
tory zacial effsct and thersfors I must, om behelf of
the Attornay Gemeral, imtarpese an ebjection under
Sectiom 5. 43 the law provides, Act 106 mey be brought
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before the Distrist Court for the Diatrist of Columbia
sotxithatandiag this objection and may be implamentad
should that Ccurt graat 3 declaratory judgment that the
Act will heve meither the purpose nor effect of discrixi-
aacion cn ths basis of zacs.

While we sccept mad appreciste the fact that the
legislative purpese ia passing this statute was 2o
simpiify and expedite ths eilection process, Sectiom 5 _
requires us to examine the effect as well as the purpose
of such changes, Bhould the legislature choose to make
other revisicns of this type we would be plessed to give
the matter prompt conslderatiom.

Inasmoch as the United States District Court for
the Western Digtrict of Loulsisnz hes deferred procsedings
in Lada v. City Coumcil of lake Chesries (CA Ho. 18,273)
invoiving Act 106 wntil the Attorney General compi:eted
bis review, snd Rsine v, Town of Scrrento Mumicipai
Democratic Comittes (CA No. 73-129), challenging an
election held pursuant to Act 106, has been recently
filed in the United States District Court for the Middie
District of Louisisna, I sz taking the liberty of furnish-
ing a copy of this letter to both Courts. BHowever,
nothing contained hersin should be condtrued in any way
as addressing the constitutiomal issues pending before
those Courts.

In view of your epinion of February 15, 1973,
suspaendiag the application of Act 106 to 63 mmicipal
primaries held March 24, 1973, and the statement of
Mr. Kemneth C. DaJesn of your office ia his telephone
conversation with despartxental atferney Jozhua R. Irsem
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[ oo March 12, 1973, thst the sugpension would be effective
/' through a2ll runoffs seceszitstad by tiwe resulls of the
S * March 24 prisaviss, we would appreciate Baing aotified
whether you will sxtend the prohiditice am the use of

Act 106 to any other eilszetiom, includiaz the mumicipal
gensral electioms to de held this year.

8incaxely,

: J. STANLIY POTTINGER
Assistant Attorney Genersl
Civil Rights Division




