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Dear Mr. Davir : 

This  i r  in  reference t o  the r e d i r t r i c t i n g  of the 
commisrionerr precinctr  of Uvalde County, T e u r ,  aub-
mitted t o  the Attorney General urrurnt  t o  Section 5 
of the Voting Rightr A c t  of 1961, a8 amended, 42 U.S.C. 
1973c. Your aubmirrion war received on February 4, 1982. 
A8  pointed out i n  your rubmirrion, the f a c t  tha t  there i r  
pending l i t i g a t i o n ,  a hold over of incumbent cosairrionerr  
and the need to  prepare f o r  the  May 1, 1982 elect ion,  a l l  
require an expedited review of t h i s  aubmirrion. The 
analyria which follow8 is therefore bared on the fact8 
presently available t o  ur.  We a r e  prepared, of courre, 
to  conrider any rupplemental infomation you may wirh t o  
provide. 

We have made a ca re fu l  analysir  of the  information 
tha t  you have provided, the eventr rurrounding the 
enactment of the change, the  information i n  our f i l e a  
with rerpect  t o  p r io r  planr and elect ionr  i n  Uvalda County,
and comment8 and information provided by other  interer ted 
par t ie r .  On the ba r i r  of that ana lyr i r ,  w e  are unable t o  
conclude tha t  the new plan f o r  the  r e d i r t r i c t h g  of 
cormrirrfonerr precinct8 doe8 not have 8 dfrctimfnatory 
purpore or effect .  

Our review of th ia  matter ahowr tha t  Uvalde County, 
l i k e  othat Teur  countlea, i r  divided i n t o  four commiraionerr 
precinctr  which are requirrd ,  under the Fourteenth Amendment, 
t o  be equalisad i n  opulation followin decennial eenrurer. 

t o  the 19 00 cenrur, fAccordin the popu a t ton  of Uvalde County 
I8 22.44P , of whom Mexican-American8 cons t i tu t e  55.5 percent. 
Because the plan previourly i n  ure  had been held i n  violat ion 
of the one-perron, one-vote requirement of the Fourteenth 
Amendment (Wata' v. White, C.A. No. 08-79-CA-27 (W.D. Tex. 
Feb. 7 ,  1 9 8 D F t h e  county, i n  1981. adopted a new p k n ,  which 
provided f o r  d i r t r i c t .  of r e l a t ive ly  equal population. The 
1981 p k n  war rubmftted f o r  preclearance u r r u n t  to  Section 5 
of the Voting Rightr Act and on January 2 S , 1982, a t i u l y
object  ion war interpaeed. 



Aa vith the previous plans, our analysis of the 

current plan under eubmission indicate8 that ite in-
evitabie effect wiii be co aiiute the voting strength of 
Mexican-iherican res ideats of Uvalde Cal~nty= Fcr instsnce, 
our review ehows that this plan, ab did the 1981 plan, un-

necessarily fragments the Mexican-American community by 


a large number of Mexican-Americana in Precinct 2, 

the remaining Mexican-American concentration 

Uvalde between Precinctr 1 and 4. The plan 


accomplisher thir reault through the uae of a atrange hour- 

glass configuration for which the county har prerented no 

explanation reflecting a legitimate rtate interest. 


Thia fragmentation has the effect of minimizing the 

potential voting strength of the Mexican-American citizens 

of Uvalde County. Under the propored plan Mexican-Americans 

atand a clear chance of electing a candidate of their choice 

to the comnirrionerr court in only one precinct, although 

they conrtitute r majority of the county'r population. In 

thir regard, while we note the county'r reprerentation that 

proposed Precinct 4 ir 65% Mexican-American, our analysgr 

of the cenrur data indicater that the percentage ir well 

below that figure. We are particularly concerned about thie 

discrepancy becaure applying the stated percentage8 accompanying 

your later t s u h f  rrion to the percent populetionr provided 

rerult in between 500 to 600 more Mexican-Americms in the 

county than ertablirhed by the cenrur count. Without a 

clarification of there inconsf etencier , we are unable to 
preclear the current rubmirrion. As rtated in the January 22, 
1982, letter of objaction, our rarearch indicates that 

a logically formulated plan, including dirtrictr which 

meet one-perron, one-vote rtandardr, and.tvo dirtricts in 

which Mexican-Americana would have a rearonable opportunity 

to elect ccmdidatar of their choice, can be drawn wf thout 

difficulty. 


Under theme circumrtancer we are unable to conclude 


(1973). General, I 




Of csuzsc, SL prcvided b y  Secttdn 5 af the Vot ing 
Rights Act ,  you have the r i g h t  t o  reek a declaratory 
judgment from the United S t a t e r  D i r t r i c t  Court fo r  the 
District of Columbia t h a t  t h i r  change ne i the r  has the 
purpose nor w i l l  have the e f f e c t  of denying o r  abridging
the r i g h t  t o  vote on account of race ,  color ,  o r  meaberrhip 
fn a language o ino r i ty  group. In addit ion,  the Procedure8 
fo r  the  Administration of Section 5 (Section 51.44, 46 
Fed. Reg. 878) permit you t o  requer t  the  Attorney General 
to  reconrider the object ion.  However, u n t i l  the  objection 
is  withdrawn o r  the  judgment from the  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia 
court La obtained, the  e f f e c t  of  the  object ion of the  
Attorney General i r  t o  make the  1981 plan l ega l ly  unenforce- 
able. 

Becaure of  the  pending l i t i g a t i o n  concetning the  
d f r t r i c t i n g  of the commir8ioner8 prec inc t r  of Uvalde Comty, 
-Mata v. White, r u  ra, I am taking the l i b e r t y  of  p rov idbg  
a copy o m r  e t t e r  t o  the  court and t o  c o m r e l  f o r  there 
p l a i n t i f f r .  

Sincerely,  nn 

b 8 i 8 t m t  ~ t t o r n e ;  Gamra l  
C i v i l  Right8 Dtvioion 

cc: 	 Fred Shannon 
United S t a t e r  Dirtrict Judge 

Jerry White 
UvrIde Corntp Judge 


