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Dear Mr. Mangham: 

T h i s  i s  i n  reference t o  t he  Home Rule Charter which 
provides f o r ,  i n t e r  -a l i a ,  t he  change in t he  form of government
from ~ o l i c e  jury t o  commission-administrator, the  decreaee 
from twenty t o  twelve members, t h e  requirements f o r  holding 
spec i a l  tax elect ions ,  the  el lmfnation of the  two-year residency
requirement fo r  commissioners, requirements for reapportionment, 
procedures f o r  f i l l i n g  vacancies on the  commission, proviaions
f o r  i n i t i a t i v e  and referendum, provisions fo r  amending o r  
repealing t h e  char te r ,  and f o r  the  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  plan in  Caddo 
Parish, Louisiana, submitted t o  the Attorney General pursuant 
t o  Section 5 of the  Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 
42  U.S.C. 1973~ .  We received the  information t o  complete 
gour submission on June 30, 1983. In accordance with gour 
request ,  expedited considerat ion has been given t h i s  submlsslon 
pursuant t o  the  Procedures f o r  t h e  Administration of Section 5 
(28 C.F.R. 51.32). 

We have given c a r e f u l  considerat ion t o  the information 

you have provided, as well as t h e  Bureau of t he  Census data 

and comments and inf  ormation provided by o ther  interea3ed 

pa r t i e s .  With regard t o  t h e  voting changes occasioned by the  

Home Rule Charter, except f o r  the port ion which provides for 

the  e l ec t ion  of the  par ish  commission from the twelve single-  

member d i s t r i c t  plan, t he  Attorney General does not in terpose  
any object ions.  However, we feel  a respons ib i l i ty  t o  point 
out t h a t  Section 5 expressly provides t h a t  the  f a i l u r e  t o  
object does not bar any subsequent j ud i c i a l  ac t ion  t o  enjoin  
the enforcement of such changes. See the  Procedures f o r  t he  
Administration of Section 5 (28 C.F.R. 51.48). 



According t o  t h e  1980 Census, 37 percent  of t h e  popu- 
l a t i o n  i n  Caddo Par ish  i s  b lack  and a l a r g e  por t ion  o r  t h a t  
populat ion 1s l oca ted  I n  compact and cohesive communities 
throughout t h e  par i sh .  The p a r i s h  c u r r e n t l y  i s  divided I n t o  
twenty single-member d i s t r i c t s ,  s i x  of  which have populat ions 
which a r e s  over 76 percent  black under the  e x i s t i n g  plan. 

By decreasing t o  twelve the number of parish-wide 
connission d i s t r i c t s ,  the  submitted r e d i a t r i c t l n g  reduces 
measurably t h e  black vot ing  s t r e n g t h  I n  the par ish .  Needless 
fragmentation of b lack  population conccnfra t ions  produced 
only three s o l i d  minori ty  d i s t r i c t s  and one o t h e r  d i s t r i c t  
t h a t  i s  marginal. While such a r e s u l t  might wel l  be accep tab le  
on i t s  own t e r n s ,  when compared t o  t h e  exceedingly high 
minori ty  population percentages I n  s i x  of t h e  twenty d i s t r i c t s  
under the e x i s t i n g  p lan ,  the p r e s e n t  submission c o n s t i t u t e 8  
an impermissible r e t rogress fon  i n  minor1t y  voting s t r eng th .  
-Beer v. United States, 425 U.S. 130, 141 (1976). 

In  l i g h t  of t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  discussed above, I 
cannot conclude, as I must under the Voting Rights  Act, t h a t  
t h e  p a r i s h  has demonstrated tha t  the proposed r e d i s t r i c t i n g  
of commission d i s t r i c t s  does n o t  have the  prohib i ted
discr iminatory  e f f e c t .  Therefore,  on behalf of t h e  Attorney 
General, I must i n t e r p o s e  an o b j e c t i o n  t o  t h e  proposed twelve-
member r e d i s t r l c t i n g  p lan  f o r  the Caddo P a r i a h  Commission. 

O f  course,  as provided by S e c t i o n  5 of t h e  Voting 
Rights  Act, you have t h e  r i g h t  t o  seek a d e c l a r a t o r y  judgment 
from t h e  United S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  Court  f o r  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of 
Columbia that t h i s  change has n e i t h e r  the purpose n o r  w i l l  
have the  e f f e c t  of denying o r  ab r idg ing  the r i g h t  t o  v o t e  on 
account of race o r  color .  In a d d i t i o n ,  Sec t ion  51.44 of the 
gu ide l ines  permits  you t o  r eques t  t h a t  t h e  Attorney General 
reconsider  t h e  objec t ion .  However, until the o b j e c t i o n - I s  
withdrawn o r  t h e  Judgment from the D i s t r i c t  of Columbia 
Court i s  obta ined ,  t h e  effect of the o b j e c t i o n  by the  Attorney
General i s  t o  make t h e  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  p l a n  l e g a l l y  unenforceable.  
28 C o F o R m  51.9. 



To snabie  this Department to meet its responsibility 
to  enforce the Voting Rights Act ,  please inform us of 
the course of action Caddo Parish plans to  take with respect 
to this matter. If you have any questions, f e e l  free to  call 
Sandra S. Coleman (202-724-6718), Deputy Director of the 
Section 5. Unit of the Voting Section. 

Sincerely,-

Assistant ~ t torneg-  General 
Civil Rights Division 


