SUPREME COURT OF LOUI SI ANA

No. 96- CA- 0543
MED EXPRESS AMBULANCE SERVI CE, | NC.
Ver sus
EVANGELI NE PARI SH POLI CY JURY AND J. WLLI AM PUCHEU
EVANGELI NE PARI SH DI STRI CT ATTORNEY

ON APPLI CATI ON FOR DI RECT APPEAL FROM THE THI RTI ETH
JUDI Cl AL DI STRI CT COURT, PARI SH OF EVANGELI NE

JOHNSQN, Justice’

Evangeline Parish Code Art. |1, 88 24-20 through 24-32 set
forth a regul atory schene for anbul ance services w thin Evangeline
Pari sh. Under these provisions, an owner or operator of an
anbul ance service nmust obtain a permt fromthe Evangeline Parish
police jury president or his designee to provide services within
Evangel ine Parish on a parish w de basis. Evangeline Parish Code
Art. 1, § 24-21. Seven criteria are considered in determning
whether a permt wll be issued, including whether the applicant
has a certificate from the Energency Medical Service Advisory
Board! certifying that the "public convenience and necessity"
require the proposed anbul ance servi ce. Evangel i ne Parish Code
Art. 11, 8§ 24-23.

In Cctober of 1994, Med Express Anbul ance Service, Inc. (Md
Express), a corporation certified by the State of Louisiana to

provi de energency and non-energency nedi cal services,? sought to

" Watson, J. not on panel. Rule |V, Part 2, § 3.

! The energency nedi cal service advisory board is "[a] board
conprised of the admnistrators or chief executive officers of
t hose hospitals providing twenty-four-hour enmergency service, the
Presi dent of the Evangeline Parish Medical Society and the police
jury president."

2 According to its petition, Med Express is certified to
operate and is currently operating in the Parishes of St. Landry,
Rapi des, Wnn, and G ant. Additionally, Med Express is certified
to operate and is currently operating in the cities of Wnnfield,
Dodson, Col vi n, Geor get own, Col f ax, Mont gonery, Pol | ack,



obtain a permt fromthe Evangeline Parish Police Jury to operate
an anbul ance service in Evangeline Parish. At the tine, all parish
w de energency and nonenergency anbul ance services in Evangeline
Pari sh were provided by a single operator, Acadi an Anbul ance & Air
Med Services, Inc. (Acadian Anmbul ance Service). In January of
1995, the Energency Medical Service Advisory Board determ ned that
there was no need for additional anbul ance services on a parish
wi de basis in Evangeline parish. As a result, Md Express was not
issued a certificate of "public conveni ence and necessity" by the
Enmergency Medical Service Advisory Board and, consequently, Med
Express was denied a permt by the Police Jury. Subsequently, Med
Express reasserted its desire to obtain a permt. The Police Jury
did not act on Med Express' second application for a permt because
it lacked a certificate fromthe Emergency Medi cal Service Advisory
Board.® In response, Med Express filed a petition for a tenporary
restraining order and a permanent injunction seeking to enjoin the
Police Jury and any other authority from interfering with Md
Express' operation of a parish wi de anbul ance service.* Moreover,
Med Express sought a declaration that the Police Jury ordi nances
regul ati ng anbul ance service applications were unconstitutional.
The Police Jury filed an exception of nonjoinder of an

i ndi spensabl e party; nanely, the Attorney General. The Police Jury

Whodswort h, Chenneyville, el ousas, Eunice, Al exandria, Pineville,
Bal |, Boyce, Leconpte, dennora, Forest HII, Melville, Port Barre,
Arnaudville, Leonville, Sunset, G and Coteau, Cankton, Palnetto,
Krotz Springs, and Washington. Med Express is also certified to
operate and currently operating in Evangeline Parish, but only
within the city limts of Ville Platte, the parish seat of
Evangel i ne.

3 In its brief, Med Express nmaintains that on Cctober 9,
1995, the police jury granted Med Express a permt which was
revoked on Cctober 12, 1995. However, the trial judge concl uded
that the second application was not acted upon and the record
evi dences that this factual conclusion is not manifestly erroneous.

4  The petition also sought a prelimnary injunction to
prohibit the Evangeline Parish District Attorney from preventing
Med Express from providing anbul ance services. The trial judge
granted the District Attorney's exception of no cause and no right
of action dismssing the District Attorney as a party fromthis
suit.



mai ntained that its ordi nances were enacted pursuant to La. R S.
33:4791.1 and that a constitutional challenge of the ordi nances
was, in fact, a constitutional challenge of La. R S. 33:4791.1
whi ch required joinder of the Attorney General. After a hearing,
the trial judge concluded that La.R S. 33:4791.1 did not apply® to
the present matter and, thus, denied the Police Jury's exception.

Shortly thereafter, a second hearing was held and the trial
judge granted Med Express' prelimnary injunction and ordered the
Police Jury to grant Med Express' application for a permt to
operate throughout Evangeline Parish. The trial judge held that
Evangeline Parish Code Art. Il, 88 24-20 through 24-32,
"particularly 8 24-22 and 8 24-23, are unduly vague and anbi guous
and unconstitutional and violative of the Due Process and Equa
Protection clauses of both the Federal and State constitutions, and
therefore ruled struck down, void, and w thout effect...." The
trial judge reasoned, in part, that the ordi nances "prohibit][ed]
fair conpetition" and, therefore, violated the "constitutiona
right of free enterprise, and equal opportunity to make a living."

The Evangeline Parish Police Jury applied to this court for wits.
The application was granted and docketed as an appeal .°®

The issues for our consideration are whet her Evangel i ne Parish
code Art. 11, 88 24-20 through 24-32: (1) are unconstitutiona
under the Equal Protection or Due Process clauses of the federal or
state constitution or (2) are unconstitutionally vague.

I n Loui siana, when a police jury or |ocal governnment authority
has not adopted a hone rule charter or by vote of the electorate
been enpowered to exercise all powers not denied by statute or the
constitution that police jury is a "creature and subordinate
political subdivision of the State and as such only possesses those

powers conferred by the State's Constitution and statutes.”

> The constitutionality of La. RS 33:4791 et. seq. was not
chal | enged by Med Express and was not addressed by the trial judge.

6 96-0543 (La. 3/29/96), 671 So. 2d 306. See La. Const. art.
5, § 5(D(1).



Anerican Waste and Pollution Control Co. v. St. Murtin Parish

Police Jury, 609 So. 2d 201 (La. 1992). As a non-hone rule charter

political subdivision, the Evangeline Parish Police Jury can
exercise only those powers expressly granted by the constitution or
by the legislature. Under La. RS. 33:1236(32), the police jury
has, anong ot her things, the power to contract for and regul ate the
operation of anbul ance services. La. RS. 33:47917 further defines
this power and provides in pertinent part:

A. Notwi t hst andi ng any other provision of law to
the contrary, the governing authority of each
muni cipality wwthin the state of Louisiana shal
have the power to adopt ordinances for the
regul ati on of anbul ance service operated by private
individuals or conpanies wthin the corporate
l[imts of said municipality.

More inportant to the present inquiry, La. R S. 33:4791.1 provides
in pertinent part:

A. The legislature hereby finds and decl ares
the foll ow ng:

(1) The provision of consistently high quality
energency nedical care, and any and al
aspects attendant to anbul ance operation to be
provided wthin a nedically acceptable
response tine is essential to the health,
safety, and welfare of the state and its
peopl e.

(2) Privately operated anbulance services
providing patient transportation service or
energency nedical services fulfill a vital
health and safety need within the state. The
operation of such anbul ance services operated
wWithin the jurisdiction of nmunicipalities and
ot her local governing authorities enables the
state to provide the benefits of privately
oper at ed, denmand-responsi ve anbul ance services
to its people.

(3) The economic viability and stability of
such privately operated anbul ance services are
consequently a matter of statew de inportance.

(4) The policy of this state is to pronote
medi cal ly acceptable and reliable, privately
oper at ed anbul ance services, the furnishing of
energency mnedical services, and any and al

aspects attendant to anmbul ance operations in
order to provide the benefits of that service

" There was no argunment or evidence that the ordi nances were
not enacted pursuant to La. RS 33:4791. W find that the trial
judge erred in finding that these provisions are not relevant to
the present inquiry.



to its citizens. In furtherance of this
policy, the legislature recognizes and affirns
that the regulation of such privately operated
anbul ance service is an essential governnent al
function.

(5) The policy of this state is to provide
that municipalities and other |ocal governing
authorities may regulate privately operated

anbul ance servi ces, t he f urni shi ng of
energency nedical services, and any and al
aspects attendant to anbul ance operation. It

is further the policy of the state not to
subj ect any local governing authority or its
officers or nmenbers to liability under federal
antitrust | aws.

B. Every nunicipality or other |oca
governing authority may protect the public
health safety, and welfare by Iicensing,
controlling,a nd regulating by ordinance or
resol ution privately oper at ed anbul ance
services, the furnishing of energency nedica
services, and any and all aspects attendant to
anmbul ance operations within the jurisdiction
of the municipality or other |ocal governing
authority. Every municipality or other |ocal
governing authority is enpowered to regul ate
the foll ow ng:

(1) Entry into the business of providing
anbul ance service, including enmergency nedical
services, wthin the jurisdiction of that
muni ci pality or |local governing authority.

(2) Rates charged for the provision of
ambul ance services, in accordance with federal
law relative to medi cal rei mbur senent,
i ncl udi ng energency nedi cal services.

(3) Establishnment of safety and insurance
requirenents.

(4) Any other requirenent adopted to ensure
safe, reliable, and responsive anbul ance
servi ce, even if such  requirenent IS
anticonpetitve in effect.

(5 Limted or exclusive access by such
anbul ance service for the provision of
energency nedi cal services to the 911 or ot her
emergency communications dispatch of the
muni ci pal ity or ot her | ocal gover ni ng
authority.

(6) The establishnment of safety and insurance
requi renents even if such requirenents reduce
t he nunber of such private anbul ance services
that otherwise would operate wthin the
jurisdiction of the nunicipality or other
| ocal governing authority.

* * *

D. Any municipality or other |ocal governing
authority is authorized to carry out the



provisions of this Section as acts of
governnment on behalf of the state as sovereign
and, to the extent the governing authority
deens necessary or appropriate, is further
authori zed to displace conpetition and provide
a nonopoly public service. Al inmmunity of
the state of Louisiana from liability under
antitrust law is hereby extended to any
muni ci pality or other governing authority
acting within the scope of authority contained
in this Section and, when so acting, a
muni ci pal ity or ot her | ocal gover ni ng
authority shall be presuned to be acting in
furtherance of state policy.

* * *

The | egislature has recogni zed the need for |ocal governing
authorities, such as the Police Jury, to protect the public health,
safety and welfare of its citizens through regul ating anbul ance
servi ces. La. R S 33:4791. 1B. Moreover, the |egislature has
enpowered | ocal governing authorities to regulate entry into the
busi ness of providing anbul ance services, La. R S. 33:4791.1B(1),
i ncluding establishing any requirenent needed to "ensure safe,
reliable, and responsive anbulance service, even if such
requirenment is anticonpetitive in effect.” La. RS. 33:4791. 1B(4).

The Police Jury enacted ordinances, Evangeline Parish
code Art. 11, 88 24-20 through 24-32, regulating parish wde
anmbul ance services which have not been shown to be inconsistent
with the La. RS. 33:4791 et seq. The ordi nances require obtaining
a permt fromthe police jury president or his designee. Art. II.,
§ 24-21.8 Applications for permts are made on fornms prescribed by

the police jury president. Art. Il, 8 24-22.° |In determning

8 Art. IIl, 8 24-21 provides:

No owner or operator of an anbul ance
shall respond to any request for anbul ance
services originating wthin the parish w thout
first obtaining a permt to operate an
anbul ance service from the police jury
presi dent or his designee.

° Art. II, 8 24-22 provides:
Applications for permts shall be made to the
police jury president upon fornms prescribed by
hi m and shal |l incl ude:
(1) The nane and address of the owner or
operator of the anbul ance.
(2) A description of the anbulance(s),

6



whether to issue a permt, the police jury president is required to
consider: (1) the applicant's probable performance and quality of
services offered, (2) the applicant's experience within the parish,
(3) the applicant's financial ability to respond in damages, (4)
whet her the required insurance has been procured, (5) whether the
applicant satisfies the vehicle requirenents, (6) conpliance by the
applicant wth other applicable |aws and ordinances, and (7)
whet her the applicant has obtained a "certificate from the
energency nedi cal service advisory board certifying that the public
conveni ence and necessity require the proposed anbul ance service."
The phrase "public conveni ence and necessity" is defined as:

An existing current and permanent need for

addi ti onal anbul ance service in the parish and

the existing anbul ance operators currently

holding valid permts to operate within the

parish, after being notified by the police

jury of such need, fail to provide the

addi ti onal service determned necessary,

within the period of time provided by the

police jury to fill such need.

Art. |, 8§ 24-20.

EQUAL PROTECTI ON DUE PROCESS ANALYSI S

i ncl udi ng t he make, nodel , year of
manuf acture, Loui siana |icense nunber for the
current year, notor and chassis nunber and a
statenent regarding the length of tinme the
vehi cl e has been in use.

(3) The location and description of the place
or places from which such anbulance(s) is
i ntended to operate.

(4) Proof of insurance in such formand in
such amounts as required by this article.

(5) Financial statenents, including bal ance
sheets and profit and | oss statenents, for a
period of not less than two (2) years or, in
the case of an applicant for a permt who has
not been providing anbulance service for a
m ni mum  of t wo (2) years, financi al
statenents, including the bal ance sheetsand
profit and |oss statenents, and federal tax
returns of the principals of such applicant,
for a period of not less than two (2) years.
(6) Such other information as the police jury
president shall find reasonably necessary to a
fair determ nation of whether the provisions
of this article have been conplied wth.

7



Under the Equal Protection O ause of the Fourteenth Amendnent
to the United States Constitution, in areas of social and economc
policy, a statutory classification which does not proceed al ong
suspect!® or sem -suspect lines,! nor infringe on fundanental
rights, need only be rationally related to a legitimte

governnmental interest. Gty of New Oleans v. Dukes, 427 U S 297,

96 S.Ct. 2513, 49 L.Ed. 2d 511 (1976). Simlarly, the crux of the
Due Process O ause of the Fourteenth Amendment, is protection from
arbitrary and unreasonabl e acti on and when the ordi nance or statute
does not affect fundanental rights, but rather is nmerely economc
or social regulation, it need only have a rational relationship to
a legitimte governnental interest. |d.

Acting pursuant to the Evangeline Parish Police Jury
Ordi nance, the Police Jury has in effect a single operator system
t hereby depriving Med Express of the freedom to contract wth
potential custoners and the freedomto engage in a | awful business
on a parish wi de basis in Evangeline Parish. The nedical energency
anmbul ance busi ness has shown disparate |evels of service between
emergency and non-energency cases. The non-energency services
generate nore revenue for the conpanies. Therefore, in many areas,

citizens have experienced delays in delivery of energency services.

10 Laws drawing lines along suspect classifications are
subject to strict scrutiny and nust be necessary to achieve a
conpelling state interest. E.g. Gaham v. Richardson, 403 U S
365, 91 S. Ct. 1848, 29 L.Ed.2d 534 (1971)(alienage); MLlLauglin v.
Florida, 379 U S. 184 85 S.Ct. 283, 13 L.Ed. 2d 222 (1964)(race);
Ovama v. California, 332 US 633, 68 S.C. 269, 92 L.Ed. 249
(ancestry).

1 Laws drawing |ines along sem -suspect classifications are
subject to internediate scrutiny and nust substantially further an
inportant state interest. E g. Levy v. lLouisiana, 391 U s. 68, 88
S.C. 1509, 20 L.Ed.2d 436 (1968)(illegitinmates); M ssissippi Univ.
for Wonen v. Hogan, 458 U. S. 718, 102 S.C. 3331, 73 L.Ed.2d 1090
(1982) (gender).

12 Like laws drawn al ong suspect lines, |aws inpinging on
fundanental rights are subject to strict scrutiny. E.g., WIllians
v. Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23, 89 S.C. 5, 21 L.Ed.2d 24 (1968)(rights
guaranteed by the First Anendnent); Bullock v. Carter, 405 U S.
134, 92 S.C. 1322, 22 L.Ed.2d 92 (1972)(right to vote); Shapiro v.
Thonpson, 394 U S. 618, 89 S.C. 1322, 22 L.Ed.2d 600 (1969)(right
of interstate travel).




This is a national trend and therefore one could argue that the
smal ler towns would experience an even greater hardship. As a
result of this, a "public utility nodel" was created. This nodel in
essence creates a nonopoly for one energency service provider in
return for what is basically a fixed or guaranteed contract. This
serves the public benefit in that expensive equipnment which is
needed for enmergency services are available and remain the property
of the Pari sh.

The problemin this instance according to the trial court is
that the ordinance is being applied in an arbitrary fashion. Med
Express was granted permssion to operate in Ville Platte, LA which
is located within Evangeline Parish, but not throughout the Parish.
Therefore, the Court reasoned that Med Express should be allowed to
operate parish wide in Evangeli ne.

This Court reasons that the ordinance does not discrimnate
agai nst a suspect or sem -suspect class, nor does it inpinge on a
fundanmental right. There is no absolute right to contract free of

state regulation under the police power. See e.q9., New Mtor

Vehicle Bd. v. Orin W Fox, Inc., 439 U S. 96, 106-07, 99 S. C

403, 410-11, 58 L.Ed. 2d 361 (1978). Therefore, the rationa
relationship test is the appropriate standard to enploy to
scrutinize the Evangel i ne Parish ordi nances. Under this |evel of
scrutiny, the ordinance is presuned constitutional. Dukes, 427
US at 303, 96 S.Ct. at 2517, 49 L.Ed. 2d 511

Protecting the public health, safety and welfare of its
citizens is certainly a legitimte governnmental interest. Med
Express offered no evidence to show that the ordi nances, which are
presuned constitutional, are not rationally related to this
l egiti mte governnment interest. Mreover, this court cannot say
that the ordi nances which allow the Police Jury to deny permts to
applicants based on the criteria listed in the ordinances,
including the requirenment of obtaining a certificate from the

Emergency Medical Service Advisory Board that the "public



convenience and necessity" require the proposed additional
anbul ance service, are not rationally related to furthering
legitimate governnental interests. Therefore, we wuphold the
constitutionality of the ordinances under the Fourteenth
Amendnent's Equal Protection and Due Process O auses of the federal
constitution.

The rights guaranteed under our state constitution are not
al ways synonynmous with federal constitutional rights. Crier v.

Whitecloud 496 So. 2d 305 (La. 1986). In Sibley v. Bd. of

Supervisors of lLouisiana State University, 477 So. 2d 1094 (La.

1985), this court rejected the three-tiered federal system standard

of equal protection review for interpreting and applying the equal

protection clause of our state constitution found in Article I, 8§
3.8 Interpreting Art. |, 8§ 3, this court held in Sibley that:
Article I, Section 3 commands the courts to
decline enf or cenent of a | egi sl ative
classification of i ndi vi dual s in three

different situations: (1) Wien the Ilaw
classifies individuals by race or religious
beliefs, it shall be repudiated conpletely;

(2) When the statute classifies persons on the
basis of birth, age, sex, culture, physica

condition, or political ideas or affiliations,

its enforcenment shall be refused unless the
state or other advocate of the classification
shows that the classification has a reasonabl e
basis; (3) Wen the | aw classifies individuals
on any other basis, it shall be rejected
whenever a nenber of a disadvantaged class
shows that it does not suitably further any
appropriate state interest.

Sibley, 477 So. 2d at 1107-08. Under the third | evel of scrutiny,
the law creating the classification is presuned constitutional and
the party challenging the constitutionality of the law has the

burden of proving it unconstitutional. Mnuel v. Louisiana, 95-

2189, p. 5 (La. 7/2/96), 677 So. 2d 116, 120.

3 Article I, 8 3 provides in pertinent part:
No person shall be denied the equal protection
of the |[|aws. No law shall discrimnate

agai nst a person because of race or religious
i deas, beliefs, or affiliations. No |aw shall
arbitrarily, ~capriciously, or unreasonably
discrimnate against a person because of
birth, age, sex, culture, physical condition
or political ideas or affiliations.

10



The ordinances create advantages for existing anbulance
service operators by requiring the police jury to notify existing
operators of the need for additional services and giving the
existing operators time to fulfill such needs before a "public
conveni ence and necessity" certificate will be issued to applicants
seeking permts to provide additional or new services in Evangeline
parish on a parish wde basis. The disadvantage created by the
ordi nance is not based on any classification enunerated in Article
|, 8 3. Therefore, the ordi nance nust be upheld unl ess Med Express
shows it does not further an appropriate governnental interest.
Since Med Express offered no evidence to neet this burden, the
ordi nances are presumed constitutional under Article I, 8 3 of our
state constitution. The health, safety, and welfare of citizens
are appropriate governnent interests. It seenms reasonable to
believe that the ordinances regulatory scheme and application
process, including requiring a certificate of "public convenience

and necessity,” would further these interests. See, &ld Cross

Anbul ance and Transfer v. City of Kansas Cty, 705 F.2d 1005 (8th
Cir. 1983)(discusses how a single provider systemelimnates the
i ncentive created by free-market delivery of anbul ance service by
private conpanies to neglect energency anbul ance service in favor
of nore profitable nonenergency business). Therefore, we hold that
the ordinances do not violate Article I, 8 3 of our state
constitution. Simlarly, since the ordinances do not affect a
fundanental right and do not constitute arbitrary and unreasonabl e
action, bur rather are rationally related to a legitimte
government interest, they do not violate Article I, 8 2's due

process protections. See, PANOv. Gty of New Ol eans, 94-1078, p.

16 (La. 1/17/95), 649 So. 2d 951, 963.

VAGUENESS

A law is fatally vague and offends due process when a

11



person of ordinary intelligence does not have a reasonable
opportunity to know what is prohibited so that he my act
accordingly or if the | aw does not provide a standard to prevent

arbitrary and discrimnatory application. Village of Hoffman

Estates v. Flipside, Hoffman Estates, Inc., 455 U S. 489, 497-99,

102 S. C. 1186, 1193, 71 L.Ed.2d 362 (1982). Laws regul ating
busi nesses are held to a |lesser standard of "definiteness" than

statutes inposing crimnal penalties. Carlin Communications, Inc.

v. South Central Bell Telephone Co., 461 So.2d 1208, 1214 (La. App.

4th Gr. 1984).

Economic regulation is subject to a |Iless
strict vagueness test because its subject
matter is often nore narrow, and because
busi nesses, which face economc demands to
pl an behavior carefully, can be expected to
consult relevant legislation in advance of
action. Indeed, the regulated enterprise my
have the ability to clarify the neaning of the
regulation by its owmn inquiry, or by resort to
an adm ni strative process.

Vill age of Hoffnman Estates, 455 U. S. at 498-99, 102 S.C. at 1193-

94, 71 L.Ed.2d 362. To sustain a challenge for vagueness, the
opponent of the ordi nance nust prove that the ordinance is vague
"not in the sense that it requires a person to conform. . . to an
i npreci se but conprehensi ble normati ve standard, but rather in the

sense that no standard conduct is specified at all" Village of

Hof f man Estates, 455 U.S. at 497, n. 7, 102 S.C. at 1191, n. 7.

Med Express did not neet its burden.

The focus of Med Express' argunent is that the ordinance fails
to provide sufficient guidance for uniformapplication in issuing
permts. However, by reading the ordi nance, an applicant knows
that a certificate of public convenience and necessity nust be
obt ai ned fromthe Energency Medical Service Advisory Board as part
of the application process. The ordinance provides objective
standards for determning whether to issue a certificate of public
conveni ence and necessity. Specifically, the nenbers of the

Enmergency Medical Service Advisory Board nust determ ne whether

12



there is "an existing current and permanent need for additiona
anbul ance service in the parish...." Art. II, 8§ 24-20. After such
a determnation is nade, the existing operators nust be notified of
the need and given the opportunity to provide the additional
services. |If the existing operator fails to provide the additional
services within the tine provided by the police jury, additional
anbul ance services are needed and the Enmergency Medical Service
Advi sory Board issues a certificate of public convenience and
necessity. Art. Il, 8§ 24-20. The police jury nust consider
whet her the applicant has obtained a certificate fromthe Emergency
Medi cal Service Advisory Board coupled with six additional criteria
in determning whether to issue a permt. Art. Il, 8 24-23. The
ordi nances do not grant the police jury absolutely free, unfettered
and ungui ded discretion to grant or deny applications for permts.
Rat her, the ordinances provide sufficient clarity to renove the
deci sion of whether to grant or deny a permt from the police
jury's subjective whim Accordingly, the ordinances are not
unconstitutionally vague.

In light of the evidence presented, our exam nation of
Evangel i ne Parish Code Art. 11, 88 24-20 through 24-32 |leads to the
conclusion that the trial judge erred in finding that these
provi sions are unduly vague and anbi guous and viol ative of the due
process and equal protection clauses of both the federal and state
constitutions.

DECREE

For the reasons assigned, the ruling of the district court
decl aring Evangeline Parish Code Art. |1, 8 24-20 through 24-32
unconstitutional is vacated and set aside; the judgnent granting
Med Express Anmbul ance Service, Inc. a prelimnary injunction and
ordering the Evangeline Parish Police Jury to issue a permt to Med
Express Anmbul ance Service, Inc. is hereby reversed. Plaintiff's

action is di smssed.
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