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STATEMENT OF INTEREST  
OF AMICI CURIAE SPLC AND ACLU OF LOUISIANA 

 
 The Southern Poverty Law Center (“SPLC”) is a non-profit organization 

dedicated to seeking justice on behalf of the most vulnerable members of society.  

SPLC advocates for reform to illegal or imprudent court practices like jailing 

individuals who fail to pay their fines and court costs, wealth-based pretrial 

detention, and the reliance on fines and court costs to generate profits for 

government and private actors.  On June 18, 2018, SPLC filed an ethics complaint 

with the Louisiana Board of Ethics against De Soto Parish District Attorney Gary 

Evans and several other district attorneys.  The complaint alleges that Evans and 

other district attorneys are violating La. Stat. Ann. § 42:116, among other statutory 

provisions, by profiting from traffic ticket diversion.   

 The ACLU of Louisiana, Inc. (the “ACLU-LA”) is a non-profit, nonpartisan 

organization dedicated to defending the principles embodied in the Constitution 

and our nation’s civil rights laws; it is the Louisiana affiliate of the American Civil 

Liberties Union. The ACLU
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 This case presents an example of how relying on fines, court costs, and user 

fees to finance government operations may create a conflict of interest that 

undermines the integrity of the criminal justice system.  The SPLC and ACLU-LA 

submit this brief to give voice to the perspective of the accused in the De Soto 

Parish criminal justice system, and to support the district court’s decision that 

when public defenders are forced to rely on the largess of their adversary, it creates 

the appearance to the public and to indigent defendants that their own advocates 

are for sale.  The Public Defender’s Office’s independence is undermined when the 

District Attorney replaces the Legislature as the entity responsible for funding 

indigent defense. 

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 
 

1.  Did the district court judge abuse her discretion by exercising her inherent 

authority to find that the Cooperative Endeavor Agreement between the District 

Attorney and Public Defender created a conflict of interest in violation of the Sixth 

Amendment, Rules of Professional Conduct, and state law? 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 

Twenty-five years ago, the Louisiana Attorney General issued an advisory 

opinion about whether prosecutors may charge defendants fees to participate in a 

prosecutorial diversion program without creating the appearance that prosecutors 

are for sale.  The Attorney General concluded that any diversion fees must be 
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limited to the cost of administering diversion, because the State’s ethics laws 

prohibit district attorneys from using their charging authority to profit from pretrial 

diversion.  The Attorney General warned that “[a]ny additional fees charged” 

would be an abuse of authority in violation of Louisiana’s Code of Governmental 

Ethics, because it would amount to “payments for the dismissal of prosecutions.”  

La. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 93-481, 1993 WL 438522 (Aug. 31, 1993). 

Notwithstanding the Attorney General’s guidance, district attorneys across 

the State are openly violating Louisiana’s ethics laws by abusing their charging 

authority to extract millions of dollars each year from residents.  Sam D’Aquilla, 

the District Attorney in West and East Feliciana Parishes, boasted that district 

attorneys have created a new diversion “industry” because “we just weren’t 
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traffic ticket diversion pays for law enforcement officers “work[ing] overtime,” 

“the Sulphur City Marshall’s Office,” “vehicles for law enforcement agencies, 

various types of equipment (such as automated speed indicating trailers, body 

cameras and tactical gear), significant funding for the Calcasieu Parish Public 

Defender’s Office, as well as the Calcasieu Parish District Attorney’s Early 

Intervention Program in elementary schools.”3   

De Soto Parish is no different.  As former Sheriff Rodney Arbuckle 

explained, traffic ticket diversion is “all about a money-making program. Sure it 

helps you with traffic safety. But in the long run, it’s all about the money.”4  

District Attorney Evans uses the money generated from traffic ticket diversion to 

“fund the operation of the District Attorney’s Office,” “to acquire various types of 

equipment to assist law enforcement agencies (such as radar units and new state-

of-the-art digital ticket machines),” and to support the “Public Defender’s Office.”5  

                                                            
3 Local Agency Compensated Enforcement (L.A.C.E.), Fourteenth Judicial District 
Attorney’s Office, available at https://www.calcasieuda.com/programs-services/l-
a-c-e/. 
 
4 Gerry May, Top DeSoto law enforcers’ feud stifles criminal justice funds, 
ktbs.com (Jan. 25, 2018), available at https://goo.gl/qYRLwm. 
 
5 Local Agency Compensated Enforcement (L.A.C.E.), DeSoto Parish District 
Attorney, available at http://desotoda.org/?page_id=31. 
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states that Evans will dismiss the traffic ticket if the motorist pays the District 

Attorney’s Office $200 and reads a two-page driver safety information brochure 

(the brochure is about speeding, seatbelts, and driving while intoxicated—but 

traffic ticket diversion is offered to people cited for unrelated reasons such as an 

expired inspection sticker, excessive window tint, and no proof of insurance).10   

When a motorist pleads guilty in court, state statute directs the fine and court 

costs to be shared among more than a dozen agencies.  By contrast, Evans has 

complete discretion and control over the $200 diversion enrollment fee that he 

collects.  This amount is ten times what the District Attorney’s Office would 

receive in court costs if the motorist pleaded guilty or was found guilty following 

court prosecution (i.e., $200.00 versus $20.00).11  The cost of administering 

diversion is minimal.  In 2017, Evans generated $700,904.07 from diversion and 

spent only about $60,032.30 on salaries, office expenses, and equipment.12  There 

                                                            
10 De Soto Parish District Attorney’s Payment Portal, available at 
http://desotoda.org/?page_id=25; see also Daryl G. Purpera, supra n.8 at 19. 
 
11 The District Attorney’s Office receives $20.00 following a court conviction in a 
traffic case to reimburse the District Attorney’s Office for the cost of prosecution.  
La. Stat. Ann. § 16:16 (imposing court costs in the amount of $10 on each 
conviction); La. Stat. Ann. § 16:16.1 (imposing an additional $10 as court costs to 
defray the expenses of prosecution).   
 
12 Evans spent an additional $363,812.79 to reimburse law enforcement officers 
and $20,875 to “assist law enforcement agencies,” but this is a cost of increased 
law enforcement presence on local highways and roads, not a cost to administer 
diversion.  See District Attorney Evans’s Response to SPLC’s Public Records 
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is good reason why the program is so profitable: traffic ticket diversion is simply a 

monetary transaction.  Motorists are not given any services, except for the ability 

to avoid prosecution.  

While enriching the District Attorney’s Office, traffic ticket diversion has 

also destabilized funding for other criminal justice agencies.13  According to the 

Legislative Auditor, traffic ticket diversion resulted in about $1 million less in 

revenue to the court, public defender’s office, sheriff’s office, and other agencies 

between March 23, 2017 and March 31, 2018:14 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                

Request, supra n.7 at 9.  Regardless, even accounting for such payments, Evans 
generated $256,183.98 in profits from traffic ticket diversion.  Id.  
   
13 See Daryl G. Purpera, supra n.8 at 10–13, 17. 
 
14 See id. at 2, 10, 12. 
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The program has had a significant impact on the Public Defender’s Office, 

which is almost entirely funded through a $45 court cost assessed when a person 

pleads guilty or is found guilty following trial.15  If “tickets are not filed”—as is the 

case when the District Attorney’s Office diverts a traffic ticket—“revenue is not 

generated” for the Public Defender’s Office.  Id. at 3.  This is particularly 

problematic for this Public Defender’s Office, because nearly 100 percent of its 

operating budget is derived from court costs.16  For that reason, in January 2018, 

when Forty-Second Judicial District Public Defender Steven R. Thomas said that 

his office may have “to start refusing appointments,” he placed the blame squarely 

on traffic ticket diversion.17  

On March 19, 2018, Evans signed a Cooperative Endeavor Agreement 

                                                            
15 La. Stat. Ann. § 15:168; see also Louisiana Public Defender Board, 2017 Annual 
Board Report, at 1 (Jan. 2018) (“Districts still rely on funds raised locally to 
provide for a majority of their budget.  This local funding source, primarily 
through traffic tickets, remains unreliable, unstable and insufficient.”), available at 
https://goo.gl/vjioYr. 
 
16 Id. at 757 (showing that 100% of revenue in the Forty-Second Judicial District 
came from local funding).  
 
17 Gerry May, Top DeSoto law enforcers’ feud stifles criminal justice funds, 
KTBS.com (Jan. 25, 2018), available at https://goo.gl/PRaBkx. 
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(“Agreement”) with Thomas to address these concerns.18  The Agreement provides 

that the District Attorney’s Office will pay the Public Defender’s Office $45 for 

every traffic ticket diverted in exchange for the Public Defender’s Office making 

“reasonable efforts to employ an African/American attorney/attorneys to assist in 

the defense of DeSoto Parish criminal defendants” and maintaining “an adequate 

level of attorney and support staff that is competent, professional, [and] diverse.”19  

Either party may terminate the Agreement if it is violated or, for any reason, after 

one year.20 

After reviewing the Cooperative Endeavor Agreement, Forty-Second 

Judicial District Court Judge Charles Adams issued an Order to Show Cause to the 

District Attorney and Public Defender “[w]hy the 42nd Judicial District Public 

Defender’s Office should not be removed, or other appropriate relief granted . . . in 

which the 42nd Judicial District Public Defender’s Office has been appointed, due 

to a conflict of interest.”  State v. Bayles, 17-CR-28776 (La. 42nd D. Ct., 

03/29/2018).  The Public Defender and District Attorney filed recusal motions, 

which were denied.  Writs were taken to this Court.  Although the District 

                                                            
18 See Cooperative Endeavor Agreement, available at 
https://www.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/de_soto_cooperative_endeavor_agree
ment.pdf. 
 
19 Id. at 2. 
 
20 Id.  
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Attorney’s writ was denied, this Court granted the Public Defender’s writ in part, 

recused Judge Adams, and authorized Judge Amy McCartney to proceed.  State v. 

Bayles, 52,282 (La. App. 2 Cir. 4/26/2018); State v. Bayles, 52,301 (La. App. 2 

Cir. 5/21/2018).   

On June 4, 2018, Judge Adams declared that the Agreement violated the 

Sixth Amendment because it undermined the Public Defender’s Office’s 

independence: “[t]he Agreement places an indigent defendant in the precarious 

situation where the party seeking to convict him is now paying for the attorney 

who is supposed to be advocating for him in his attempt to avoid a conviction, 

mitigate his criminal liability, and protect his constitutional and statutory rights.”  

In re: Cooperative Endeavor Agreement, No. 18-CR-29385, at *8–9.  The court 

also found that the Agreement violated the Rules of Professional Conduct and 

implicated La. Const. Ann. art. V, § 26(C), La. Code Crim. P. art. 65, and La. Rev. 

Stat. § 16:17(E).   

The District Attorney and Public Defender appealed Judge McCartney’s 

decision.  Those appeals are pending before this Court.  

STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

 The trial court found that the Agreement between the Public Defender and 

District Attorney violated the Sixth Amendment and Louisiana Rules of 

Professional Conduct.  The “correct standard for reviewing a district court’s 
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disqualification of a defense attorney for conflict of interest is abuse of discretion.”  

United States v. Sanchez Guerrero, 546 F.3d 328, 332–33 (5th Cir. 2008); State v. 

Abdul, 11-863 (La. App. 5 Cir. 4/24/12), 94 So. 3d 801, 815 

(“The question of withdrawal or substitution of counsel largely rests within the 

discretion of the trial judge, and his ruling will not be disturbed in the absence of a 

clear showing of an abuse of discretion.”). 

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
 

 The district court did not abuse its discretion by exercising its inherent 

authority to declare the Cooperative Endeavor Agreement between the District 

Attorney and Public Defender in violation of the Sixth Amendment, Rules of 

Professional Conduct, and state law.   

 First, the district court properly exercised its inherent authority by invaliding 

the Agreement.  Courts have the inherent authority to regulate the practice of 

law—particularly in criminal proceedings, where the constitutional rights and 

liberty of criminal defendants are at stake—and the explicit authority to declare 

contracts against public policy “on its own initiative.”  La. Civ. Code art. 2030. 

 Second, the district court correctly found that the Agreement violated 

Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 1.8(f), which prohibits a lawyer from 

accepting “compensation for representing a client from one other than the client” 

unless “there is no interference with a lawyer’s independence or professional 
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judgment or with the client-lawyer relationship.”  The Agreement interferes with 

the Public Defender’s independence because funding is made contingent on the 

District Attorney’s subjective evaluation of the Public Defender’s Office’s 

performance and because the Agreement authorizes the District Attorney to 

determine the Public Defender’s hiring priorities.  

Third, the district court did not abuse its discretion in finding that the 

Agreement created an unwaivable conflict of interest, because the Agreement 

obligates the Public Defender to a party whose interests are adverse to his clients.  

A district court is given substantial latitude to find a conflict unwaivable to protect 

the rights of indigent defendants under the Sixth Amendment and to preserve the 

fairness of court proceedings.   

Fourth, the district court correctly found that the Agreement implicated La. 

Code Crim. Proc. Ann. art. 65 and La. Const. Ann. art. V, § 26.  These 

constitutional and statutory provisions establish a bright-line rule against district 

attorneys assisting in criminal defense.  The Agreement violates the State’s 

constitutional and statutory structure limiting the District Attorney to representing 

the State in criminal prosecutions.  

Fifth, La. Stat. Ann. § 16:17(E), as the court correctly observed, prohibits 

the District Attorney from spending di
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parent in child abandonment proceedings “from a source which the court deems 

appropriate” even without express legislative or executive authorization to do so). 

A court also has the inherent judicial power to invalidate contracts that 

violate public policy.  A contract is absolutely null when it violates public policy; 

“absolute nullity may be . . . declared by the court on its own initiative.”  La. Civ. 

Code art. 2030; see also La. Civil Code Ann. art. 7 (“Persons may not by their 

juridical acts derogate from laws enacted for the protection of the public interest.  

Any act in derogation of such laws is an absolute nullity.”).  Contracts that violate 

state and federal law are absolutely null.  See Skannal v. Jones Odom Davis & 

Politz, L.L.P., 48,016 (La. App. 2 Cir. 9/25
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unless prohibited by law.  La. Const art. 5, § 16; Williams v. Midwest Employers 

Cas. Co., 28,118 (La. App. 2 Cir. 2/28/96), 669 So. 2d 616, 618.  The district court 

unquestionably has subject matter jurisdiction over State v. Bayles, the criminal 

case from which this matter arose, as well as any case in which the District 

Attorney charges someone with a violation of criminal law.  Louisiana law also 

gives the district court subject matter jurisdiction over contract disputes, including 

the contract at issue here.  While neither party sought a declaration about the 

Agreement’s constitutionality, a district court has the inherent authority to assess 

the validity of a contract that impacts the integrity of a justiciable controversy 

before it.  See La. Civ. Code art. 2030 (An “absolute nullity may be . . . declared by 

the court on its own initiative.”); see also Culpepper & Carroll, PLLC v. Cole, 

39,438 (La. App. 2d Cir. 3/9/05), 896 So. 2d 341, 348 (“[L]ower courts have an 

inherent judicial power concerning the regulation of the practice of law which 

entails ‘the responsibility to exert control by adjudicatory means of individual 

cases as they arise, including those relative to discharge of counsel and regulation 

of fees, whether by contingency contract or otherwise.’”) (citations omitted), rev’d 

on other grounds, 2005-1136 (La. 4/4/06), 929 So. 2d 1224. 

 Third, the District Attorney argues that the district court’s decision violates 

the separation of powers because it encroaches on the State’s fiscal affairs and the 

District Attorney’s freedom to contract with the Public Defender.  DA Br. at 13.  
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The court’s invalidation of the Agreement does no such thing.  Instead, as 

discussed more fully below, the Agreement preserves the Legislature’s province 

over indigent defense, La. Const. Ann. art. I, § 13, and enforces state law 

prohibiting district attorneys from assisting in criminal defense, La. Const. Ann. 

art. V, § 26; La. Code Crim. Proc. Ann. art. 65. 

B. The Agreement Violates the Rules of Professional Conduct Because It 
Undermines the Independence of the Public Defender’s Office. 
 
The district court correctly found that the Agreement violates the Louisiana 

Rules of Professional Conduct.  “The Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct 

(formerly the Code of Professional Responsibility) have the force and effect of 

substantive law.”  Soderquist, 595 So. 2d at 829.  Louisiana Rule of Professional 

Conduct 1.8(f) prohibits a lawyer from accepting “compensation for representing a 

client from one other than the client” unless “there is no interference with a 

lawyer’s independence or professional judgment or with the client-lawyer 

relationship.”  The need for independence is particularly salient in the context of 

indigent defense.  “There can be no fair trial unless the accused receives the 

services of an effective and independent advocate.”  Polk Cty. v. Dodson, 454 U.S. 

312, 322 (1981).  A public defender is not the District Attorney’s emissary, but 

opponent: she must be “free of state control.”  Id.   
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The Agreement violates Rule 1.8(f) because it undermines the independence 

of the Public Defender’s Office.  The District Attorney’s Office is providing 

funding under the Agreement to enable the Public Defender’s Office to maintain 

an “adequate level of attorney and support staff.”21  However, this funding is made 

contingent on the District Attorney’s subjective evaluation of the Public 

Defender’s competence, professionalism, and diversity; and the Agreement 

authorizes the District Attorney’s Office to terminate the Agreement immediately, 

upon 30 days written notice, if it determines that the Public Defender’s attorneys 

and support staff lack these qualities.  The arrangement gives the District Attorney 

leverage over the Public Defender’s Office that undermines its professional 

independence: The District Attorney could threaten the financial solvency of the 

Public Defender’s Office by construing zealous advocacy as unprofessional 

representation.  A public defender may also hesitate to vigorously defend a client 

against a district attorney’s allegations knowing that it could upset its adversary 

and financial patron.  This tension is inherent in an agreement through which the 

Public Defender is beholden to its adversary for funding and especially acute when 

a public defender uncovers evidence that the entity paying his salary may also be 

violating his client’s constitutional rights.  

                                                            
21 Cooperative Endeavor Agreement, supra n.18. 
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The provisions in the Agreement pertaining to employment are even more 

troubling.  The Agreement gives the District Attorney’s Office influence over the 

Public Defender’s Office’s staffing and hiring decisions: the Agreement requires 

the Public Defender’s Office to make efforts to hire an African American attorney 

as one of the conditions of receiving funding.  Diversity is a worthy goal, but it 

undermines the independence of the Public Defender’s Office when the District 

Attorney is allowed to determine the Public Defender’s hiring priorities.   

Louisiana’s constitutional and statutory structure is designed to avoid the 

conflicts inherent in the Agreement between the Public Defender and District 

Attorney.  Although the Louisiana Constitution gives the District Attorney 

responsibility over every state criminal prosecution in his district, it does not give 

him power to subsidize indigent defense.  “In Construing a Constitution, resort 

may be had to the well-recognized rule of construction contained in the maxim 

‘expressio unius est exclusio alterius,’ and the expression of one thing in a 

Constitution may necessarily involve the exclusion of other things not expressed.”  

Stokes v. Harrison, 238 La. 343, 358, 115 So. 2d 373, 379 (1959) (citation 

omitted).  Other constitutional provisions reinforce the applicability of this 

principle in this context:  La. Const. Ann. art. I, § 13 gives the authority to the 

Legislature to determine “a uniform system for securing and compensating 
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trial court.” Id. at 162–64; see also State v. Whitlock, 50,757 (La. App. 2 Cir. 

9/28/16), 207 So. 3d 538, 546.  

As discussed already, the Agreement conditions the Public Defender’s 

funding on the District Attorney’s subjective determination that the Public 

Defender is professional and competent and requires the Public Defender to pursue 

particular hiring priorities.  The Agreement can be terminated at any time if the 

District Attorney believes that the Public Defender is insufficiently professional 

and nothing prohibits the District Attorney’s Office from suing the Public 

Defender for breach of contract for any perceived violation.  Because the Public 

Defender “owes duties to a party whose interests are adverse to those of the 

defendant,” Walker, 221 So. 3d at 967, the district 
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any way defend or assist in defending any criminal prosecution or charge.”  These 

provisions are even more protective than the Sixth Amendment and are intended 

“to avoid even the suggestion of impropriety” that could arise if a district attorney 

assisted with criminal defense.  See Commentary, La. Code Crim. Proc. Ann. art. 

65. 

The Attorney General has advised that this prohibition must be “strictly 

construe[d]” in order to safeguard the adversarial system.  La. Att’y Gen. Op. No. 

83-895 (Nov. 7, 1983).  “The reason why it is gross misconduct and a cause for 

removal from office for a district attorney or his assistant to defend or assist in 

defending a person who has committed a crime is because it is their duty to 

represent the State in prosecuting him.”  Kemp v. Stanley, 204 La. 110, 137, 15 So. 
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The Agreement violates these provisions because it calls into question the 

District Attorney’s undivided fealty to the State.  The District Attorney’s 

obligation under the Louisiana Constitution is “to represent the State” in 

prosecuting crime.  Kemp, 204 La. at 137; see also La. Const. Ann. art. V § 26; 

State v. Nunez, 147 La. 394, 85 So. 52, 56 (1920).  His ability to faithfully execute 

this responsibility is undermined when he voluntarily funds the criminal defense of 

the very people the law requires him to prosecute.  Indeed, the constitutional and 

statutory provisions prohibiting district attorneys from assisting in criminal defense 

are designed to protect the adversarial system and to ensure the District Attorney’s 

loyalty to the State.  “The very premise of our adversary system of criminal justice 

is that partisan advocacy on both sides of a case will best promote the ultimate 

objective that the guilty be convicted and the innocent go free.”  Herring v. New 

York, 422 U.S. 853, 862 (1975).  Just as the District Attorney’s obligation is “to 

represent the State” in prosecuting crime, Kemp, 204 La. at 137, a public 

defender’s “professional and ethical obligations require him to act in a role 

independent of and in opposition to the State,” West v. Atkins, 487 U.S. 42, 50 

(1988).   

The Louisiana Constitution guarantees this adversarial system by making the 

Legislature—not the District Attorney—responsible for funding the Public 

Defender’s Office.  La. Const. Ann. art. I, § 13 (“The legislature shall provide for a 
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Louisiana Constitution Article V, Section 26 both explicitly prohibit district 

attorneys from assisting in criminal defense.  The Agreement is unlawful because 

these specific constitutional and statutory provisions cannot be harmonized with 

the District Attorney’s general authority to enter into a cooperative endeavor 

agreement or to appropriate funds to help the needy. 

E. 
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program.  Thus, the Agreement violates not only La. Stat. Ann. § 16:17(E), but the 

State’s ethics laws, too. 

F. State and Federal Law Prohibit Evans from Profiting from Diversion.  
 
Evans’s traffic ticket diversion program raises ethical and constitutional 

concerns that are broader than his funding arrangement with the Public Defender. 

First, to the extent that Evans is profiting from diversion, he is in violation 

of the State’s ethics laws.  The Code of Governmental Ethics provides that “[n]o 

public servant shall use the authority of his office or position, directly or indirectly, 

in a manner intended to compel or coerce any person or other public servant to 

provide himself, any other public servant, or other person with any thing of 

economic value.”  La. Stat. Ann. § 42:1116.  The Attorney General explicitly 

warned that it violates state law to charge more for diversion than the cost of 

administering the program because any additional fees would amount to “payments 
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constitutional questions.”  Marshall v. Jerrico, Inc., 446 U.S. 238, 249-50 (1980); 

see also Dick v. Scroggy, 882 F.2d 192, 199 (6th Cir. 1989) (Celebrezze, J., 

concurring) (“That a prosecutor’s financial interest in a case can raise serious 

constitutional questions . . . is beyond question.”); United States v. Farrell
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run, it’s all about the money.”23  The District Attorney’s financial records show 

that traffic ticket diversion generated $700,904.07 in 2017, but cost only about 

$60,032.30 to administer.24  The Legislature Auditor recently concluded that the 

amount of money that the District Attorney charged for diversion “may be 

excessive and unreasonable” considering that the District Attorney’s diversion 

account contained $340,817.00 in unspent funds after accounting for all expenses 

last year.25  Evans also appears to be using these profits to pay for things unrelated 

to diversion.  According to the District Attorney’s own website, Evans uses the 

money generated from traffic ticket diversion to “fund the operation of the District 

Attorney’s Office,” “to acquire various types of equipment to assist law 

enforcement agencies (such as radar units and new state-of-the-art digital ticket 

machines),” and to support the “Public Defender’s Office.”26   

CONCLUSION 
 

Courts “have always been sensitive to the possibility that important actors in 

the criminal justice system may be influenced by factors that threaten to 

compromise the performance of their duty.”  Young, 481 U.S. at 810.  The district 
                                                            
23 Gerry May, supra n.4. 
 
24 See Response to Public Records Request, supra n.7 at 9.   
  
25 Daryl G. Purpera, supra n.8 at 17. 
 
26 Local Agency Compensated Enforcement (L.A.C.E.), DeSoto Parish District 
Attorney, available at http://desotoda.org/?page_id=31. 






