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Civil Rights Division

Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530

22 JAN 1989

Jeffrey A. Davis, Esq.
Reynolds, Allen, Cook,

Pannill & Hooper
1100 Milam Building, 16th Floor
Houston, Texas 77002

Dear Mr. Davis:

This is in reference to the redistricting of the
commissioners precinects of Uvalde County, Texas, submitted
to the Attorney General pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1973c. Your
submission was received initially on October 29, 1981, and was
completed by a corrective supplement on November 23, 1981.

We have made a careful analysis of the information
that you have provided, the events surrounding the enactment
of the change, the information in our files with respect to
prior plans and elections in Uvalde County, and comments and
information provided by other interested parties. On the
basis of that analysis, we are unable to conclude that the
new plan for the redistricting of commissisoners precincts
does not have a discriminatory purpose or effect.

Our review of this matter shows that Uvalde County,
like other Texas counties, is divided into four commissioners
precincts, which are required, under the Fourteenth Amendment,
to be equalized in population following decennial censuses.
According to the 1980 census, the population of Uvalde County
is 22,441, of whom Mexican-Americans constitute 55.5 percent.
Because the plan previously in use had been held in violation
of the one-person, one-vote requirement of the Fourteenth
Amendment (Mata v. White, C.A. No. DR-79-CA-27 (W.D. Tex.
Feb. 7, 1980)) the county, in 1981, adopted a new plan,
which provides districts of relatively equal population.
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Our analysis of the submitted plar indicates that
{ts likely effect will be to dilute the votine strenszth of
Mexican~Awmerican residenta of tvalde Countv, Our research
indicates that polarized voting hetween Anglos and Mexican-
Americane exists. Indexr the propoged nlan Mexican-American
voters will bhe gble to elect a2 candidate of thelr cholce
to the commissioners' court in only one district, although
Mexican-Americans now constitute a maloritv of the county's
population, It would appear, also, that the nlan unnecessarily
fragsments the Mexican~American communitv hy nlacing an overly
larpe mimber of Hispanics into Precinct 2 and dividing the
rermainder between Precincts 1 and 4, with the result that
Mexican-American voters will not have a suhetantial influerce
on the election of commismioners in hut one rrecinect. More-
over, our research further indicates that a plan which
creastes districts as equal {n nopulation as the adonted
plar, and creates two digtricts in which Mexican-Americans
wonld have a reasonable opportunity to elect candidates
of their cholce, could have heen drawn without difficulrv,

Under thege civrcumstances we are unable to conclude,
as we must imder the Voting Rights Act, that the submitted plan
doea not have the purpose and will not have the effeet of
abridping the right to vote on account of memhershinp in a
lanpuapge minority group, See Reer v. United States, 425
U.S. 130, 141 (1976); Wilkes County v. United states, 450
Fo QUDD- 1168 1177-78 DT ). EEEIrme;i zsg ”.Q. 290
(1978); CGeor ia v. Inited States, 411 1U.S. 53R (1973).
Accordingly, on behalf of the Attorney Genarsl, I must inter-
pose an ohjection to the redistricting plan,

0f course, as provided hv Section 5 of the Votinge
Rights Act, you have the right to resk a declaratory inda-
ment from the mited States Nstrict Court for the Dietrict
of Colnmhie that this change neither has the purpese nor
will have the effect eof denvinp or abrideing the rieght to
vote on account of race, color, or membershin in a lanpuape
minority eroun., In addicion, the Procedures for the Adminis-
tration of Section 5 (Section 51.44, 4 Fed, Fep. £78)
nermit vou to request the Attorney Peneral to recongider
the objection. However, vntil the ohiection {s withdrawn
or the judgment from the Niatrict of Columbia court is
obtained, the effect of the ohfection of the Attorney
General 13 to make the 198} plan lesally wmenforceahle,
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Because of the pending litigation concerning the
districting of the commissioners precincts of Uvalde County,
Mata v. White, supra, I am taking the liberty of providing
a copy of this letter to the court and to counsel for the
plaintiffs,

Sincerely,

L) e

s Bradford Reyno
Assigtant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

cc: Dorwin W. Suttle
United States District Judge

Jose Garza, Esq.

Jerry White
Uvalde County Judge



