NO. HHD-CV-89-40262408 (X07)

MILO SHEFF, et al : ;
' Plaintiffs :  SUPERIOR COURT -COMPLEX

LITIGATION DOCKET AT HARTFORD
v

WILLIAM A O’NEILL, et al :
Defendants : JULY 17, 2007

DEFENDANTS’ OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR ORDER

The Defendants respectfully object to Plaintiffs’ motion dated July 5, 2007, received July
11, 2007, entitled “Motion for Order Enforcing Judgment and to Obtain a Court-Ordered
Remedy ”

In support of this objection, Defendants 1espectfully submit:

i Plaintiffs” motion is premature in that Plaintiffs and Defendants have successfully
negotiated the dréﬂ of a new five-year Agreement, establishing the appropriate next steps fQI'
compliance with the State Supreme Court mandate. This new draft Agreement requires the
approval of the General Assembly. The seftlement was formally submitted to the General
Assembly. The Legislative Education Committee has held two hearings on the setﬂemént, most
recently on July 12® I is anticipated that a vote by the legislaﬁue wili occur within the next
three weeks.

2 Under the draft Agreement, the 2007-2008 school year is one that calls for
consolidation and planning. In particular, under the draft Agreement the Defendants are
primarily expected to work on efforts and plans to bring certain magnet schools into compliance
with the desegregation standard called for in the drafi Agreement (and in the previous

Agreement), and plan for new magnet schools, charter schools, vocational school programs, or




other initiatives to further reduce racial, ethnic and economic isolation Because of the lead time
- required for such efforts, and the very nature of such efforts, the Defendants are already
proceedihg with these efforts, while awaiting legislative approval of the draft Agreement.

3 In addition, the funding necessary to carry out the initiatives called for in the first
two years of the draft Agreement has already been approved by the State’s General Assembly as
part of the biennial budget for fiscal years 2007-08 and 2008-09.

With two years of funding in.place, and the planning, p:ngams and initiatives underway,
action by the Court at this time is unnecessary.

.F()r these reasons and such further reasons as may appear at a hearing on the motion, the
Defendants respectfully urge the Court to deny Plaintiffs’ motion.
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ORDER
The foregoing objection being duly presented to the Court, it is hereby, ORDERED:

SUSTAINED/OVERRULED.

By the Court

Judge/Clerk
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