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SUPERIOR COURT OF. THE STATE OP CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY or LOS ANQEtES 

ll MARY ELLE_N CRAW-FORD, a mi.nor 
:: etc., et al., 

l~ !( 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
) 

NQ. 822 854 

"!· -~_; Petitionecs, ORDER RE FINAL APPROVAL 

:,: 

l4- :·.:·:80A.RO • OF EDUCATION OF THE CITl:' 
15 ~i ··OF LOS ANGELES, 

) 
) 
) 
) 

OF SCAOOL BOARD DESEGRE­
GA~ION PLAN AND DISCHARGE 
OF WRIT OF MANDATE 

.. 
; ., 

16 !• 
I 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

'22 

23 

24 

25 

Respondent, _________________ ) 
} 

SETTER EDUCATION FOR STUDENTS ) 
TODAY; aUSTOP, ~ corporatiOni ) 
CffARtF.:S DPE;E8 IN, et al. 1 ) 
ROBERT M. LOVELAND and MARY } 
KEIPP 1 UNITED TEACHERS/LOS ANGP.L.ES,) 

Intervenors. 
) 
) _________________ ) 

More than 18 years have passed since this class action was 

filed. seekinci deseqregation of the schools of the Los Angeles 

Unifi.ed School District. Jlll facts material to the case have 

~hanged since the case was filed in 1963. Even the nomenclature 
26 

rt • employed has become outdated, "1 is lead inq and harmful. to inno-
21,; . 
• J •. cent children. Educational quality ha~ been displaced as the 

2~; • 
•• J .. prime focus of public attention. There must b~ a commitment to 
.·r;; 

........ 
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·"' .. 
/ . ' . 

l 

2 

J 

4 

, ex<:ell&nce in e~cation to ful'.fill the exp,_tations of all 

:children in the District. 

A case that invQlves the education of ch i.ldren must be re·-

solved. There must be finality in the taw so that the people 

5 ... may .plan their everyday lives t:o conform to the requirements of 
\ 

6 • ·the law. 

1 The time has corne for COMon sense to return to the treat· 
.. , 
8 . ment of deseqreqation in the public schools~ The frame-wock of 

9' 

10· 

\ ll 
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14-
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2·· q 
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. ' .• i 

,•22 ,, . 
" 

,_e3 
·.'. , 

24 

25 

26 

27 

.28 

' 
law- is provided_ by the guidelines given this oourt in t.he deci­

sions in this matter rendered by the Supreme Court and the Court 

of Appeal and each of them.(1J 

These decisi?ns place a duty upon the trial cout't to over­

see a process of deseqreqation planning wherein the Board of 

Educ~tion elected by th~ people is the primary planner.(21 The 

law precludes judicial intervention in the planninq ~nd/or imple­

mentation process "ev~n· if {the Court) believes that alternative 

deseqreqation techniques may produc_e more -rapid des~qreqation" 

(Crawford lat p. 306), so long as a plan developed by the 

elected Soard of Education utili~es reasonably feasible steps to 

I I I 

I I I 

I I I 

[lJ Crawford v. Board of Education, 17 C.3d 280 (June, 1976), 
hereinafter referred to as Crawford%, and ll3 Cal,App.Jd 633 
(Dec. _1980), hereinafter t'eferred to as Cra-wford 1; .. 

f 2} Crawford t, supra, at p. 305.. 'l'he Supttl\\t! Court said: "'Undet 
these circumstances, local school boards should clearly have 
the initial and pri~ary ~esponsibility for choosinq between 
these alternative methods." 

. I 
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./. r ' .. 

--~· prod~ce "meaninqful progress in liqht of pres«snt conditions."(3) 
·t '. 
·_ ,·. -The Bpard is under a. constitutional duty to und•rtaJce t:'easonably 
3•' ! 

feasible steps to alleviate school seqregation, tegardless of 
4 

6 

6 

1 

8 

9 

lO 

ll 

12 

13 

l.4-

cause. {41 

The respondent Soatd has suhmitted to th~ court a "Plan for:­

Deseqregation," ~ated July 2, 1981. After review and consideTa­

tion of the plan fUbmitted and the entire record, and each of 

them, the Court has deterntined that certain principles should 

qovecn the ·operation of the plan as set out below. 't'he function 

of a trial court is to apply the law. This court will follow the 

law, recoqnizinQ its responsibility to protect all the children 

in the District. The law imposes on the _tr i-al court •a duty to 

supervise the preparation and implementation of a reason~bly 

feasible deseqreqation plan.~ (5) 
,· -u; 

I I I 
16 

,. .. 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

i, 

25 

26 

27 

2$ 

I I I 

[3J Crawfora II, supra, at p. 649. The Court of Aop~al quoted 
the Supreme eourt as follows: ~• ... so long as a local school 
board initiates and imelements reasoaa61~ leasi6le stees to alle­
viate school seqceQation ln its a1strict, and so long as such 
steps produce meanin<:1ful progress (.t.J ••• w-e do not believe the 
iudiciar should intet:vene in the •. : eroees, .... iiehance o.n 
t e u qment o oca· ac oo oards 1n choo!f1n b~twf!en altet:na-
t1ve esegre9at1.on strate91es. o. s society s est ope or t ~ 
fo~mulation and im lementation of ·aeSeqre ation !ans whicfi will 
actua ~ ac 1eve t e u t1mate const1tu 1ona o ect1ve of·pro­
vidinq minority students with the e~ual opportunities ~~entially 
available from an inteqrated education.' (Crawford 1, su_erE, at 
pp. 305-306 ._)" '!'he Cou-rt of Appeal stated, •we interi:>t'et hat 
phrase to'mean m~aninQful hroaress in li9ht of presen~ conditions. 
A Qenuine op ttunit to sow SQCh Prooress under a Ian of its 
own as not yet een 6 ore t e Boar.. ( n. 4) (Emp-n.:,.s1s 
suppliei1) 

(41 Cra.-w.'fot"d t, supra, pp. 301-302, Cra"1ford II, p. 6Sl. 

( 5 ) C r aw f o rd I I , s u pt; a , p . 6 S 1. 

·-••·-··· ."· ... 3 ... 

. .... . . . .... :·:·"' , ........... ..... , ......... ,_ 
- ---•-1o- Hf ... 

••••• ,,...,.,. --- ~----... --- . 
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-I 
I( 

·-- / 
The c~urt, havinq reviewed and considered-the entire record 

in this matter, and having considertd t:h.e various memoranda, evi• 

de.ntiary, and intormational matter;s s\lbMitted· by the partie_s, and 

further havinq considered argument of all counsel and &11 of the 

above, and each of them, makes the ,ollowinq order: 

1. T~e District may ptoceed to construct new schools 

dnd to build additions to·existin~ schools as over­

crowd in-g ar'ld other needs tequh:e. 

10 , .. 
2. The definition of groups us•d in the plan is ordered 

chanqed forthwith to e.nd the use of terrninology 
ll ,,._ 

12 ., ... 

13 :>-:· :i 

classifyinq Black, Hispanic, and Asian childr~n, as 

well as those of other non-An9lo ~ncestries, as 

"Minority" students. 
14 

us 
16 

17 

18 

l9 

20 

21 

2t 

23 

24 

~ 

26 

27 

2,8 

I I I 

I I I 

This usaoe is factually incorrect. These students 

.in fact eomprise the vast majority of the ,school 

population.t61 

To tabel a -aroup a minority when it is a M~jor i ty 

is harmful to those chi:ldcen. rac ts, as opposed to 

lab~ls, are not harmful to ~hildten, Society 

{6} Cra~ford fr, supra, p. 642, fn. 2: -rn October ~980 the 
c~mPOs1t1on of the stuaent population was White 2J.7 percent, 
Black 23,3 percent:, Hispani<: 4S13 .percent, Oriental .Jnd other 
7-7 pe~c&nt. The number of white pupils in arades K-3 had fallen 
to 16.l percent.• CoMpare the above with the outdated .statistical 
eompo,ition upon which the ease was first arqued: •rn 1968 the 
raci«l and ethnic composition of the stu~ents was 53.6 p~rcent 
white, 22.6 percent Neqro, 20 p.ercent. Hispanic, and 3.8 percent 
Oriental and- othf;!r.• Crawford II, suora, p. 642 (fn. 2). 
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1'1 

!18 

19 .. 
; . 

20 

21 .f: 

i. 

22 ' ,. 

25 

24 I 

2!!> I 

26 I 

27 I 

28 \. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

.___, ·· . ._/ 
expects and demands factual representations by 

educators a.nd elected School Boards. , 

I·t is the duty of the Bo•rd and the Oistr:ict, and 

.each of them, to use factual descriptions. They 
I 

•ust reflect the current composition of the student 

populcltion for the applicable sohool year. The Board 

and the Oistt'ict .. and each ot thttm, .AJ:JLordered 

.forthwith to use words t:hat hon.estlY '-'•fleet the 

f act:a a~ thav @,c ist in the current: school year. 

The· Court will r-efer to· the facts as they are in 

the r-e11 l world; 

The fac.ts ace that students previously called the 

•minority• are actually the "majority.• ~her•fore, 

thes~ students will hereinafter .be referred to as 

priate. History does ehanq_, and ~hen it does it 

must b• reported accurately. 

'rh11- 11~~ of the term RIMS (RllciaUv Isolated Minority 

Schools) shall ce~t'se !orth'with. Use ot this -¼4'bet 

is deceptive,. demeaning and ·inaccurate~ The Dis­

trict is ordered to use a. neutral term in its place. 

The- neutral term shall' not utilize the lil'Ord "minor­

ity .• 

ft ... -

.. . .. ~' . "'. . . . -·- ...... . - ~ ...... . 
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./ I I 

The 'old labels are hu.·flltul to -th~ self esteem of the 

very children this action purports to protect.{71 

3. All!,mew)!Jement~ry and junior· hioh •~hnol Ma9net 

scnoois and pro~rams established und~r this plan 

will~ located in the areas of predominantly 

Hispanic, arac~; -or Asian and Other @"rollment. 

◄• The Dupil-teacher ratio f't\~t'-edomina~...Rispanic, 

Blaek. ot Asian and Other •~hools operated under 

this plan must be maintained at 27:1 or less in 

order to enrich the opPOrtunities for students. 

All ffispanic, Black, Asi1n and Other pupils vho 

volunteer are entitled to access to all proqram3 

involvinq the voluntary ·transfer of students. 

16 • (7} C~awford It, p. 6 ◄ 8. The Court of Appeal quoted the Supreme 
court as follow$: "ln a school district in which •minority• 

17 stud•nts significantly outnumber •majority• students, a school 
whose racial. composition ffli~ht in some other district make- it a 

18 "seqr~<1ated school." may not warrant that leqal characterization. 
( fl'\. 1) (Crawford, p. 304, fn. 16). • The Court ot Acpeal went on 

19 to say: •That of course is the existin~ situation in the District, 
wh•t• whit.it students are now a minority in that they co111prise 23 .. 7 

20 per~ent of the total 1tudent popul~tion and 16.l pere~nt of qrades 
x-3. Y~t for the purpose ot applyinq the leqal principles related 

21 to school aegrll!'q.at.ion, whites. are at ill desi<1nat.ed as the "'m-ajor i tv 
and se~U:."e~atio11 is viewed in terms of the ftlinor:it.ies, or any one -

. 22· of them, being isolated from vhit::es.(fn. 3) 11 The court said further 
in footnote 3, •That approach appears to be a hanQover troM the 

2~ historic situation in :K)ffle areas in the country ~hich produced. 
tht b~ckqround aqainst which the deeision in Brown v. Board of 

2-t-·: gduc•tion, shera, was rendered. The wisdom ol,, or tfie need to, 
,:>erl)1!tuate. t at aporo.a·ch here is auest ionable since, when con-

26' sidered in terms of the ethnic C"Omposition of the Los Anaele.s 
Onifi~d School Discrict, -it appea~s to ~eni~rate the. di9nity and 

26 capability of th~ ~inority students. In e!f~ct, it implits that 
ethnic •~inocity" children, even when thev <:onstitute a nu$erieal 

27 majority and thus rlo not suffer the psycholooical trauma of delib­
erate isolation, cannot ach:1,eve best. results except in the preser.c~ 

26 of a token n\.U'\ber of white students.• 
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6, Th1r Board of Edu~ation is o~ln'ed to publiciie the 

transfer options open to pupils in areas where most 

Hispanic, Black, or Asian and Othet· families r:eside. 

1. The District must issue annual r,ports on educational: 

~onditions and achieve~ent in predominantly Hispanic,; 

Bl~ck, or Asian schools and distribute th•se reports 

·~ac:h of them. ··, 

·The share of d~segreqation:expenditu~es allocated 

to payr,\ent of administrati_ve expenses shall not 

exceed the administrative expen$e ratio character­

ist.ie of the District's over.all budctet. 

9. The Oistri~t shall prepare, and make public an or 

before July 15, 1983, a full report· of the m•asu~es 

taken and results achieved ijnder its Plan. The 

report shall focus on whether the Plan has achieved 

meaninqful proqress toward the goals set forth in 

c~awford [ and II, and each of them, within the 

constraints exerted by present conditions. 

A.. genuine opoortuni'ty R\ust be given to the Board to show 

~roqress under erese~t conditions. The Court finds that the Board 

has embarked on a course of aqtion that under present conditions 

seeks to realize the hope of society and· alleviate the various 

harms to the childr~n·in the District. After the balancing and 

reeonci.liation of ll'!any co11tpeti:nq vilues, the Court finds that the 

Plan, as ordered chanqed by the Court, will protect the riqhts of 

all stuoents and ~eet Constitutional standatds. 

The time has come to end these Proceedings. There must be 

!inality in the law. The mandate to take reasonably feasible 
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.' . I '(" 

I 

I 

r r 
1 

stels to due:reqate the Distrtet is ch:. Th• Board remains .. 
' .2 I 

. S1Jbject to its _constitutional duty under State law to und,rtike 
3 

"4. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

l.O: 

11 

12 

13 

14 

115 

reasonably feasible $teps to alleviate $Chool se9reqation,.,r, .. 

9ardless of cause. There are matters.~hich deeply concern the 

Court in respect to the instant litiqation. However these con­

cerns should not be mc1de the :,pr.ingboard for exa111ination of pto­

cedures which implement the new Plan. Th~ und~r~yinq issues 

have been resolved. Judici~l intervention is_nio lonqer appro­

priat~- The people, who_are the ultimate aotho~ity, must look 

to the School Soard, as their el•c.t.ed representatives-1 to con-

. t inue to dischar:qe its duty under the law. 

Th~ Court finds that respondent Board ot P.~_ucation has 

s~tisfied the mandate of the Court is~~-May' 19,)1970. hit.er-
' . 

pteted in liqht of the opinions expressed by the s~p~e~e Court 

in Cr~wford v. Board of Education (Crawfocd IJ, supra, and the 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2~ 

26 

27 

28 

Couct of Appeal in Cra~ford v. Board of Education (Crawford It), 

su-era., and. each of them, and, so findinq, ocdet'S the writ dis­

c:hat"qed. 

All outstal'\dinq Orders of the .Supetiot: Co(Jt't i~ this matter,. 

save the ,Minute Orders ~e Cqurt Monitors, are vacated, effective 

this date. • The Court retains jurisdiction for the sole purpose 

of determininq the matter of attorneys• fees. 

Seotember· 10, 1981 

-8-
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