US. " artment of Justice

Civil Rights Divizion

Office of the Asrizigny Anarnay Caneral Hinkingion, D 20088

N9 1997

Jerald ¥. Jones, Esg.

ity Attorney

P.O. Box 3]10Q0%

Shreveport, Lovigiana 71130-1109

Dear Mr. Joneg:

This refers to 3ix annexations {(Ordinance Nos. 186-185 and
192-153 (1386)) to the Shreveport City Court in Bogsler and Cadde
Parishes, Louisiana, submitted te the Attorney General pursuant
to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. We recelved yvour
gubmiseion on April %, 19%7.

The Attorney Gensral does not interpose any objection to the
annexations effected by Ordinance Npa. 186, 187 and 193 (1996},
as we understand that the area annexed by Ordinance No. 187 is
2oned for heavy industry, and tha areas annexed by Ordinance Nes.
166 and 133 include twe business properties, have no current
residents and are not scheduled for any future reaidentilal
development. Howevar, we note that; Section 5§ expressly provides
that the failure of the Attorney General to object does not bar
subseguent litigation te anjoin the enforcement of the changes.
See the Frocadures for the Administration ¢f Section 5 (28 C.F.R.
B1.41).

Wa reach a gifferent conclusion, howsver, regarding
Qrdinance Neos, 188, 189 and 192 (1996). A# you know, the
Attorney General has interposed objections to all annexations
undertaken between 1566 and 1995 that expanded the boundaries of
the Shreveport City Court to include current or projected
residential develeopment, as well as to other changes related to
city court electisns, and has filed a lawsuit to enjoin the city
frem conducting electicons for the Shreveport City Court in thase
expanded boundaries. Upited Stateg’ v. Louipiapng, No. CV-3g-1303
{W.D. La., fllad Aug. 12, 15§6). ©Our most recent objection was
interpcsed on April 11, 199%7; four earlier cbjections were
interpcsed on September &, 1994, September 11, 19%5, Deacember 11,
1995 and October 24, 1§56, On the basis of these oblectisns,
city court elections were enjained yntil Section 5 preclearance
is cbtained.
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In our prior objectilen latters, we noted that the cumulativ
affect of the submitted annexatione wae an 11 parcentage point
decraase in the black population percentage of the city court.
In light of the evidence that local judicial elections are
characterized by racial bleoc voting, we cencludsd that the
annexations «ffect a significant reduction in the opportunity of
black voters te sleet candidates of their choice in city court
elections. We noted, however, that theae annexatlens cculd
revertheleas warrant Section % precleaarance if the Jurisdicticn
nag obviated the retrogressive =ffect by adopting an electicn
system "which would afferd (black voterg] representation
reas¢nably eguivalent to thelr pelitical strength in the enlarge
community." City of Richmond v. Unifed States, 422 U.8. 358, 37
{197%) .

No changes to the method of electing the judges of the
Skraveport City Court have bean adopted by the state legislature
since cur last annexation objectlon. Thug, the election systen
against which we assess the impact of proposed boundary changes
remains the same (j,e., the system legally in effect under
Section 5§ includes two judges elected at large by designated
positicons, subject to a4 majority veote reguirement].

The areas annexed by Ordinance Nos. 188, 189 apnd 1%2, which
will add only white population te the boundaries of the city
court, reinforce racher than eliminate the reduction in minerity
voting strength produced by the previous objected-to annexations
Consequently, in the abgsence of an electcoral system that fairly
raflects the minority population for the expanded juriadiction,
these annexatlons are objectionable for the same reasons as thos
we previcusly objected to under Seckion 5.

Under Sectisn 5 of the Voting Righte Act, the submitting
atthority has the burden of ghowing that a submitted ¢hange has
neither a dis¢yiminatery purpose ner a discriminatory effect.

v. United Srates, 411 U.5. 526 {1573); see alsec 28 C.F.R
£1.52. In light of the considerations discussed above, I cannot
conclude that your burden haw been sustained in this instance.
Therafors, on behalf ¢f ths Attorney General, I must abjeckt to
the annexations in Ordinance Hos. 188, 185 and 1%2 [155§), as
they impact the boundaries of the Shrsveport City Court.

We note that under Section 5 you have the right to seex a
declaratory judgment £rom the United States District Court for
the pistyrict of Columbia that the proposed annexations have
naither the purpose nor will have the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of race, coloxr, or
membership in a language minority group. - Sse 28 C F.R. 51.44.
In additien, you tiay request that the Attorney General reconside
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the abjecticon. See 28 C,F.R, 51.45. However, until the
chjection is withdrawn or a judgment from the District of
Columbia Court is obtained, the proposed annaxations continue to
be legally unenforceable insofar as they affact voting. See
glark v. Roemer, 500 U.S. 646 (1991); Dotgen v. £lty of

. 514 F. Supp. 397, 403 (N.D. Miae. 1581}, aff'd mem.,
455 U.5. 936 (1s582); 28 C.F.R. Bl.1l0.

We note that a declaratory judgment is being scught,
Loyigiana v. United States, Ne. $7-241 (D.D.C. filed Feb. ¢,
1997}, for mest, but not all, of the annexations that were the
subiect of prior cbjecticne under Section 5. In addition, we
understand that the state legislature is considering & change in
the method of electing the Shreveport City Court judgeg, and that
Section 5 review will be sought if such a change is finally
adopted. As suggeatad in this letter and our prior eobjecticn
letters, we are prepared to withdraw our objections to the city
court annexaticns if the retrogressive effect of the annexations
is obviated by the adoption of an election system that satigfles
the standards articulated by the U.8. Supreme Court in the Clty

ef Blehmong.

Tc enable us %o meet our respensibility to enforce the
Voting Rights Act, pleases inform um of the actien the Shrevepeort
ity Court plans to take concerning this matter. If you have any
queations, plaase ¢all Tim Mellatt {202) 307-6262, an attorxney ir
tha Voting Section,

Isabelle Katz Finzler
Acting Assistant Attorney Gsneral
Civil Righta Diviseion



