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Dear M r .  Davis: 

This is i n  reference t o  the  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of the  
\ 

commissioners precin'cts of Uvalde County, Texas, submitted 
t o  the  Attorney General pursuant t o  Section 5 of t he  Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, a s  amended, 42 U . S . C .  1973c. Your 
submission was received i n i t i a l l y  on October 29, 1981, and was 
completed by a cor rec t ive  supplement on November 23, 1981. 

We have made a care fu l  ana lys i s  of the  information 
t h a t  you have provided, the  events surrounding the  enactment 
of the  change, t h e  information i n  our f i l e s  with respect  t o  
p r io r  plans and e lec t ions  i n  Uvalde County, and comments and 
information provided by other in te res ted  p a r t i e s .  On the 
bas i s  of t h a t  ana lys i s ,  we a r e  unable t o  conclude t h a t  the  
new plan f o r  the  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of commissisoners p rec inc t s  
does not  have a discriminatory purpose or  e f f e c t .  

Our review of t h i s  mat ter  shows t h a t  Uvalde County, 
l i k e  other  Texas count ies ,  i s  divided i n t o  four commissioners 
p rec inc t s ,  which a r e  required,  under the  Fourteenth Amendment, 
t o  be equalized i n  population following decennial  censuses. 
According t o  the  1980 census, t he  population of Uvalde County 
is  22,441, of whom Mexican-Americans c o n s t i t u t e  55.5 percent .  
Because the plan previously i n  use had been held in  v io l a t i on  
of the one-person, one-vote requirement of the  Fourteenth 
Amendment (Mata v. White C.A. No. DR-79-CA-27 (W.D. Tex.-8 

Feb. 7 ,  1986))the county, i n  1981, adopted a new plan,  
which provides d i s t r i c t s  of r e l a t i v e l y  equal population. 
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Our analpsia o f  the submitted p l a ~indicate6 that 
ite l i k e l y  effect will he t o  di lute  the  vat in^ strcnarh o f  
Vmican-American rcaidantn of Ihralde C a a n t v .  Our research 
indicate8 that polarized votinp: between Anglos and *%xfcan-
Americans exiets. Under the proposed n fan !?exlean-A~erican 
votera will he able t a  elact ct candfdste of their cheict? 
t o  the comrniasianera' court in only one district, althouph
wexican-Amrtcans now con~titatea malaritv of the  catmtp's 
ponulation, It would appear, also,  t h a t  t h e  nlan unreceaaarily
frastaents t h e  ?fsxisan-American comntmitv hy n l n e f n ~am ow~tlp
larae rnimhex of l i isponics i n t o  Precinct 2 and d t v i d l n ~the 
t w a i n d e r  between Precincts I. and I ,  ttfth the  rcr~vlt:thet 
?;rexican-American voters will not  have a s * ~ h a t a n t t ~ ?i n ~ l u e n c e  
on the electinn of commfaaionera fr htlt one oxeclnct. Yore-
over, rtur t e ~ c o r c hfr~rther5.ndicate~t h a t  n plan 77hieh 
create8 df strlcta as equal fn nant~fationa B  t h e  ~ d o n t e d  
P ~ R P ,and create8 two dltstricts in which wexican-Amertcans 
woqald have a reasonable anpartunf t y  t o  elect candidates 
of t h e i r  choice, cmlA have heen drawn without d i f f i c u l t v .  

LJder therre circttmatancce we Prc? 11nab1.e t o  concl~rdrr, 
as we m u s t  rmdet t f te  Votinn Rfphrlrr Act ,  plant h a t  thp s ~ ~ h ~ i t t e d  
doea nat have the puxpnae and will not have t h e  effect of 
ahridping the? ripht to vote on scccmt of menherehip in a 
lan~wapeminority maup. Sep Peer v. United Statsa, 425 
U.S. 130, 141 (1976); Wilkee CXv. United Statea,  450 
F. ~upo. 1168, 1177-78 (n.n.c. 197K, a?flrned 439 11.9. 
(1978) ; Gear i a  v. United States, 421 IJ,S. 53P (1973).
Accardinp-?-on h e h m o f  the Attorney Cenaraf, f nust inter-v, 
pose nn objection to t h e  redtatxfctfnp plan.  

Of course, ns provided bv Section 5 of the aotin~ 
Qi?hts  Act ,  you have t h e  r ight  to ~ a e ka :laclfiwatarp j u d s -
msnt f r a ~tbe r h i t e d  c t r t a a  pistrict C011rt for t h e  ni~trict 
of C a l t ~ r s h i ~  northat. t h i s  c i ian~enet ther  ha* the prwpase 
t 7 i l l  have the rffect ef a e n y f n ~ar a b r i d p i n ~t h o  r i*ht  to 
vote  on account of race, cnlar, or menherohin fn PI 1.anpue~e 
mtnaritv ~ W R .  In ad. l i t ien ,  the Praccd\rres For tho  P.Aninf~-
tretian af Section 5 (qection 51.44, 46 Fed.  F.ep,. P7P) 
pernit vms to req~e l ttha AEtornea fleneral to reconsfi%?r 
t h e  o).jectian. Rowever, 1rntf.1 the oh1ection Ls withdrawn 
ar the j u d ~ m e r i tfrom t h e  PLatrict o f  Coluvbla court i e  
obtained, t h e  effect of the ahiectfon of t h e  Attorrrev 
General i a  to nska the  1981 ntan lcq~llvmenforctahlt.. 



Because of the pending l i t i g a t i o n  concerning the 
d is tr ic t ing  of the commissioners precincts of Uvalde County, 
-Mata v .  White, su ra,  I am taking the l iberty  of providing 
a copy o m s  f-e t ter  to the court and to  counsel for the 
p l a i n t i f f s ,  

Aseistant ~ t t o r n e y  General 
Civi l  Rights Division 

cc:  	 Dorwin W. Suttle 
Unf ted States District  Judge 

Jose Garza, Eaq. 

Jerry White 

Uvalde County Judge 



