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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

MARY ELLEN CRAWFORD, a minor

etc., et al., No. 8§22 854

P R

ORDER RE FINAL APPROVAL
OF SCHOCL BOARD DESZGRE~-
GATION PLAN AND DISCEARGE
OF WRIT OF MANDATE

Petiticners,
vs.

BOARD OF EDUCATION OF TEE CITY
OF LCS ANGELES,

Respondent,

TTER EDUCATION FOR STUDENTS
CDAY; BUSTCP, a corporation;
CHARLES DREEBIN, et al.:

ROBERT M. LOVELAND and MARY
REIPP; UNITED TEACEERS/LOS ANGELES,

Intervenors.
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More than 18 years have sed since this class action was
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filed seekinag desecrescation of the schools of the Los Angelas
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material to the case
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Unifieéd School Districe. All fa
chanced since the case was filed in 1963. =wven =he nomenclz-ursa
employed has become outdated, misleading and harmful %o innc-

cent children. Educaticnal cuality has 2een displaced as :the

t e a commitmenc oo
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orime focus of zublic at=zntion. Ther u
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excellence in education to fulfill the expectations of all

.

children in the District.

A case that involves the. educaticn of children must be re-

|
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solved. There must be finality i
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the law so that the people

h

orm to the reguirements of

3

may plan their everyday lives to n

the law.

Thé time has come for commcn sense to return to the treat-
ment of desegregation in the public scho;ls. The framework of
law is provided by the guidelines qiven this court in the deci-
sions in this matter rendered by the Supreme Court and the Court
of Appeal and each of them. (1] 0

These decisions place a duty upon the trial court to over-
see a process of desegregation planning wherein the Board of
Ed uca:*on elected by the people is the primary planner.{[2] The

law precludes judicial intervention in the planning and/or imple=-

mentacicn process "even 1f [the Court] believes that alternative
desegrecation techniques may produce more rapid desecregation”

(Crawford I at p. 306), so long as a plan develoved bv the

elected Board of Education utilizes reasonably fesasible steps to

/S

/S

// I/ //

[1] CrawzZord v. Board of Education, 17 C.3d 280 (June, 1978),
nerernatter referrad to as Crawford I, ardéd 112 Cal.Appn.3d k32
(Dec. 1980), hereinafser refarred to as Crawiord II.

(2] Crawford I, supra, at p. 205, The Suprame Cour: said: "Under
tnesge circumstances, local school boards should clzsarlv have
the initial and primary responsidility for chccsiac tetween
these alzsrnative methods."
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produce "meaningful progress in light of present conditions."[3]
The Board is under a constituticnal duty to undertake reascnably
feasible steps to alleviate school segregation, regardless of

cause. [4] '

The respondent Board has submitted to the court a "Pla% for
Desegregation," dated July 2, 1981, After review and considera-
tion of the plan submitted and the entire recoré, and each of

t certain orinciples should

m
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them, <the Court has cetermined th
govern the overation of the plan as set out beldw. The function
of a trial court is to apply the law. This court will follow the
law, recognizing its :esponsibility to é?ctect all che children
in the District. The law imposes on the trial court "2 duty to

supervise the preparaticn and implementaticn of a reasonably

[¥:]

feasible desegregaticn
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(3] Crawrtoré II, supra, at p. 64%. The Court cf Appeal quoted
the Supreme Court as follows: "'...so long as a local scheol
board initiates and implements reasonapbly feasible steps to alle-
viate school segregation 1n 1Ts dlstrilct, and so long as such

steps produce meaningful progress (4] ...we do not Bbelieve the
judiciarv should intervene in the ... process .... Reliance on
the succment OL local school boards in chcocosinag’/between altecna-
tive deseqrecation strat%eles holds society's Cest nssé tor the
formulaticn and 1mplementat:on of desedrecaticn dlans wnhich will
actually achieve the ultimace ccnstitutlional cojective cf Sro-
viding minority students with zhe equal oprortunlizies gotentiall:
available from an integrated =2ducaticn.' (Crawferd I, supra, at
cp. 305-306.)" The Cour: of appeal stated, ®We rntersret that
nhrase to mean meanincful orocress in light of sresent conditions
A genulne OCCOrcunlty £O SNOW Such oSrodress uncder & slan 0 1tsS
own nas not vet peen ariorded tne =zoard." (£n. 4) (Zmecnasis
sugclied)

(4] Crawford I, surra, cov. 201-302, Crawifocrd II, =. £31.

(5] Crawford II, suprz, p. 631.
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The Court, having reviewed and considered the entire record
in this matter, and having considered the various memcranda, evi-
dentiary, and informational matt-ers submitted by the parties, and
further havina considefed argument of all counsel and all of +the
abhove, and each of them, makes the following order:

/// ‘'T™he District may procesed to construct new schools
\ and to build additions to existing schools as over-

rowdin

|ﬂ‘\

and other needs reguire.

N, 0

> The definition of groups used in the plan is cfdefed.

\ chahced forthwith to end the use of terminclogy
rlasslﬁv;aq Black, EHispaniec, and Asian children, as
well as those of other non-Anglo ancestries, as
"Mincrity® students.
This usage is factually incorrect. These students
in fact comprise the vast majority of the scheol
pooulation. (6]

~Q,Av-

A ey
g g

To label a gqroup & minority when it 1s a ma
is harmful to those children. Facts, as ocposed to

labels, are not harmful to children. Scciety

/)

/S

(6] I, supra, 2. 642, £a. 2: "In Octcoer 1980 =he
compoSition OFf the student population was Whits 23.7 percenc,
3lack 23.3 percent, Hispanic 4s. 3 cercent, Oriental and cther

7.7 peccent. The number of whi ;u:lls in arades X-3 nad £fallen
ro 16.1 percent." Compare the above with the oucnaceé staclistica
composition upon which the case was firfst argqued "In 1968 zhe
racial and ethnic compositicn of the students was $3.6 cercent
whniza, 22.6 sercent Nearo, 20 zeccent #HI spanic, and 3.8 percent
Oriencal and other." Crawford II, suora, P. 742 (In. ).
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expects and demands factual representaticns by
educators and elected School Boards.

It is the duty of the Board and the District, and
each of them, to use factual descriptions. They

must reflect the current composition of the student

population for the applicable school vear. The Board

and the District, and each of them, are ordered

13

farthwith to use words Gthat honestly reflect the

{

facts as they exist in the cﬁrrent school vyear.

The Court will refer to the facts as they are in
the real world.

The facts are that students previously called the
"minority" are actually the "majority." Therefore,

b @ =

these students will hereinafter be referred to as

"Black", "Hispanic", or "Asian and Other", as appro-

priate. History does change, and when it does it
must be reported accurately.

Schools) shall cease forthwith. Use of this label

is deceptive, demeaning and inaccurate. The Dis-

=rict is ordered to use a neutral term in its place
- L e am s -~ — lnd - ' ' - | ) -

mhe neutral term shall not utilize the word "minor-

] ety " ‘

bHIJ -

fSThe use of the term RIMS (Raciallv Isclated Minority
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The old labels are harmful to the self esteem of the
very children this action purperts to protect. (7]

54 All new elementary and junior high school Magnet
schools and programs established under this plan
will be located in the areas of predominantly'
HBispanic, Black, or Asian and Other enrcllment.

4. The pupil-teacher ratio in predominantly Hispanic,

v Bla -®r Asian and Other schools operated under

this plan must be maintained at 27:1 or less in
6rdér to enrich the opportunities for students.

§. All Hispanic, Black, Asian and Other pupils who
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volunteer are enti to all programs

involving the voluntary
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of students.
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648. The Court of Appeal quoted the Supreme
n a school g;sg: ict, in which "minority”

y @utﬁumaef majoricy® students, a school

icn might in some other district make it 2
ay not warrant that legal characterization.

( rawford, p. 304, £n. 16)." The Court of Appeal went cn
to say: "That of course 1is the existing situation in the District
where white students are now a minority in that they comprise 23.7
percent of the total student oopulatlon and 16.1 percent cf arades
X-3. Yet for the purpose of applying the legal Ffiﬁéii&c- f%lateé
to school segqregation, whites are still designated as che "majocr

£

W0 o rh

-0
b3 =
0

ae

m

3
o~ 3 1 ¥ fu M
o B 2l O B
0
n

0 b
o3

7 cr O ~J

O
n n oA

O ta £ H

I
1l

3 & )

M Mm

mw W n
~~ g7 )

— D
am
’-4

h
-3
L]

‘and seqregation 1is viewed in terms of the minorities, or any one

of them, being isolated from whites.(fn. 3)" The court said fur=is
in footnote 3, "That approach appears to be a hancover from e}
hHistoric situation in some areas in tue countrv which produc
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cne Dd(..&u;.uunu againstc wnichn The ceclsl in.
Education, supra, was rendered. ”ﬁ: wisdom o, or the neec =0
Serpetuacte that approach here is guestionable si ince, when con=-
siderad in terms of the ethnic compos:ition of the Los Anceleas
tnifi 4 School Districs, it appears to denlgrate the dicnizv and
acabilitv of the minority students. In effsct, :t imzslies that
Ets“lc "minoritv" childran, even when thev constitute a '
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majority and thus dc not suffer zhe csvcholoaical =
erate lsolatiocn, cannot achleve best r=sults exceDt
0f a toXen number of white students." :
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§. The Board of Education is ordered to publicize the

transfer options open to puplils in areas whers most

-

Hispanic, Black, or Asian and Other families reside

The District must issue annual reports on educational
conditions and achievement in predominantly Hispanic,

or Asian schools and distribute these

Black, repeorts

to parents and students and each of them.

AF
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The share deseqreqationlexpenditufes allocatcad

to payment of administrative expenses shall not

exceed the administrative expense ratio character-
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1 budcet.

District's ove
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The District shall prepare, and make public on or

a full the measures

~

before July 15, 1982, report of

raken and results achieved under its Plan. The

repor: shall focus on whether the Plan has achieved
meaningful progress toward the goals set forth 1in
Crawford I and II, and each of them, within the

condisions.

0]

A genuine opoportunity must be given to the Board :to show
The Court finds that th
——TTTT —— e st s
shat under prassent condlitions
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progress under present conditions. car

has embarked on a course of action

seeks to realize the hope of soccietv and alleviats the various
harms =0 =he children in the District. After the balancing anc

liation of manv competine values, the Cour:

chanaed bHv the Court, will srotect’
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steps to desearegate the District is clear. The Board remains
subject to its consti=utional dutv under State law to undertake
reasonably feasible steps to alleviate school segrecation re-
gardless of cause. There are matters which deeply concern the
Cour+t 1n respect to the instant litigatién. However these écn-
cerns should not be made the springboard for examination of pro-

cedures which implement the new Plan. The underlying issues

have been resolved. Judicial intervention is no longer appro-
/ ‘L- /‘\', - \V-—-“
-

priate. The people, who are the ultimate authority, must look

o the School Board, as their elected representatives, to con-

e

rique to discharge its duty under the law.
The Court finds that respendent Board of Education has
— e N
satisfied the mandate of the Court issued May 19, 1870, intec-

prated in light of the opinions expressed by the Supreme Court

in Crawford v. Board of Education (Crawford I), supra, and the

Cour: of Appeal in Crawford v. Board of Education (Crawford 1I),
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araced.
All outstandine Orders of the Superior Court in this matter,

g, are vacated, effective
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save the Minute Orders re Court Monito

tnis date. The Cours retains jurisdiction for th
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of detarmininc the matter of attorneyvs' f=ses.

.

M
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Sfice Robert 38.7.



LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Student Integration Services

HISTORY OF DESEGREGATION IN LAUSD - CHRONOLOGY OF THE INTEGRATION

PROGRAM
CRAWFORD V. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF CITY OF LOS ANGELES
August 1, 1963 Original complaint filed by parents of Mary Elien Crawford and several

A
(Gt )

others under co-sponsorship of the American Civil Liberties Union
The suit, brought to Los Angeles County Superior Court, was filled against
the Los Angeles City Board of Education as a class action on behalf of all

“Negro and Mexican American pupils.”

October 28, 1967 Trial begins.
May 2, 1969 Trial ends.
February 11,1970 LA Superior Court (Judge Alfred Gitelson) rules that schoo! district

operates segregated schools and gives initial order to integrate.

May 12, 1970

Court issues findings, conclusions and judgment.

May 18, 1970

LAUSD Board files notice of appeal.

March 6, 1874

Oral arguments presented to State Court of Appeal.

March 10, 1975

Court of Appeal rules in school district’s favor.

March 25, 1975

ACLU petition for rehearing is denied.

April 7, 1975

Court of Appeal denies the ACLU request for a rehearing.

April 18, 1975

ACLU petitions for a hearing before the California Supreme Court.

July 1, 1975

State Supreme (‘OHH- agrees to hear tha rac

WLC VUi viiiv NV L A G A e LaoG.

January 8, 1976

Oral arguments presented to State Supreme Court.

June 28, 1876

State Supreme Court upholds Judge Gitelson’s decision but reverses a
portion of the initial judgment which defined desegregation in terms of
specific racial/ethnic percentages. The school district is required by the
latest ruling to take reasonable and feasible steps to alleviate the harms of
segregation regardless of the cause — and demonstrate meaningful
progress in that task. State Supreme Court shifts jurisdiction of the case

back to L A Superior Court.

uly 18,
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Board of Education declines to seek further legal review by California

Supreme Court or U S Supreme Court.

February 22, 1977

Judge Paul Egiy is appointed o hear the remediai part of the case.

March 18, 1977

Proposed Iintegration Plan submitted to Superior Court.

March 23, 1977

Court hearings begin on Integration Plan.

April 1977

Four intervenors accepted as parties to the suit: Bustop (April 18), BEST-
Better Education for Students Today (April 19), Integration Project (April
19) Diane E. Watson (April 25). Board member Watson, representing the
interests of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee on Student Integration
(CACSI), later stepped down as an intervenor, to be replaced by CACSI
members Dr. Robert M. Loveland and Mary Keipp.

July 6, 1977

Superior Court Judge Paul Egly issues minute order rejecting the plan
submitted by theBoard of Education and requiring the board to fully
examine alternate plans and return to court in 90 days with a plan which
promises to meaningfully desegregate the district beginning with the
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