IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-30971
Summary Cal endar

HERSCHEL BROWN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
CI TY OF SHREVEPORT; ROBERT W W LLI AVS,
Mayor, City of Shreveport; JERALD JONES,
City Attorney for the Cty of Shreveport;
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; JANET RENQ,
U S. Attorney CGeneral; M CHAEL D. SKI NNER
U S. Attorney,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Louisiana
USDC No. 96- CV-2343

August 31, 1998
Before DAVIS, DUHE , and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Her schel Brown appeals the district court’s dismssal of his
Voting Rights Act action. He argues that the district court
erred in dismssing his action against the United States, Janet
Reno, and M chael D. Skinner for |ack of subject matter

jurisdiction. The district court for the District of Colunbia

has excl usive jurisdiction over actions agai nst federal officers

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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or enpl oyees chal |l engi ng the enforcenent of the Voting Rights

Act. 42 U S.C. 8§ 1973l (b); South Carolina v. Katzenbach, 383

U S 301, 331 (1966). The district court did not err in
di sm ssing Brown’s action against the United States, Janet Reno,
and M chael Skinner for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
Brown argues that the district court erred in dismssing his
action against the Cty of Shreveport and the city officials for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be granted
pursuant to Fed. R CGv. P. 12(b)(6). Because Brown failed to
all ege sufficient facts to neet the three threshold requirenents
to establish a claimunder Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act,
the district court did not err in dismssing Brown’s Section 2

claimunder Rule 12(b)(6). See Thornburg v. G ngles, 478 U. S.

30, 48-51 (1986). Because Brown acknowl edges that the Cty
submtted the redistricting plan to the United States Attorney
Ceneral for preclearance and that the Attorney CGeneral did not
object to the plan, the district court did not err in dismssing
Brown’s clai munder Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. See 42
US C 8§ 1973c. Brown has not alleged sufficient facts to state
a claimunder the Fourteenth or Fifteenth Anendnents that the
Cty' s redistricting plan was enacted with the purpose of
intentional discrimnation against the black mnority registered
voters or that an actual discrimnatory effect resulted. See

Davis v. Bandener, 478 U. S. 109, 127-134 (1986); Cty of Mobile,

Ala. v. Bolden, 446 U. S. 55, 62 (1980). Further, Brown has

failed to allege sufficient facts to show that the Gty was

unresponsive to black registered voters. See Lodge v. Buxton,
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639 F.2d 1358, 1375 (5th Gr. Unit B. 1981), aff’'d, 458 U S. 613
(1982). Therefore, the district court did not err in dismssing
Brown’s conplaint for failure to state a clai mupon which relief
may be granted.

AFFI RVED.



