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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Dear Mr. Dillingham:

Sam Jones has forwarded to me your e-mail of April 6, 2015 advising that we should
examine Act 560 of 2015. Your e-mail to Mr. Jones was prompted by the actions of the
Forrest City School District, about which Mr. Jones advised you on March 31, 2015, that
the Forrest City School District once again claimed an exemption to the Act both as
previously promulgated and/or as it might become law and provided a copy of the
Resolution of the Forrest City School District claiming an exemption.

| believe your e-mail to Mr. Jones of April 6" acted as the acknowledgement he
requested that you had received the referenced items from the Forrest City School
District.

You have invited our attention to Act 560 of 2015. In response to that, we attach a copy
of a pending Complaint by the Forrest City Special School District against the Palestine
Wheatley School District and the Wynne School District seeking monetary damages
from both of those districts. In the Complaint, which was filed August 22, 2014, Forrest
City described the still pending federal court case of McKissick et al. Forrest City School
District No. 7 et al., filed on November 6, 1969. A copy of the McKissick Compiaint is
attached to the Forrest City suit (which was brought in state court but was subsequently
removed to federal court) as Exhibit 2.

Among other matters, the Plaintiffs in the McKissick Complaint noted that Forrest City
was relying upon “Freedom of Choice,” noted in paragraph 26 the Order of Judge Oren
Harris of January 16, 1970 attached as Exhibit 3 and that Forrest City had failed to take
the necessary steps to effectively implement a desegregated unitary school system, and
in paragraph 27 noted that Forrest City had been ordered to file a plan to become
unitary. Judge Harris specifically stated that: “all vestiges of ‘Freedom of Choice’ shall
be eliminated no fater than the beginning of the second semester of the present school
year.”
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At page 4, paragraph 28, the Complaint notes that the federal court was retaining
continuing jurisdiction reserving the right to approve, modify or reject any plan
submitted.

Paragraph 29 of the Complaint notes that Forrest City submitted a new plan which
contained “no choice elements” and this plan was approved by Judge Harris on August
16, 1971.

Since that time, as is explained in paragraph 31, the court noted in 1990 that Forrest
City was continuing its operation of its schools in compliance with the orders of the court
referring to the 1971 Order.

In paragraph 40, you will note that Forrest City requests a declaration by the federal
court that any school choice transfers are in conflict with both the McKissick decree and
the state court Order of August 14, 2003 involving litigation between the Palestine
Wheatley and Forrest City School Districts.

Written discovery has begun in that case, and it is set for trial on September 29, 2015.

We submit the foregoing in compliance with the provisions of Act 560 of 2015 and
reiterate our contention that Forrest City should be regarded as exempt from all forms of
school choice under the state law as amended and pursuant to its ongoing federal court
decree.

CC: Mr. Jeremy Lasiter
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Forrest City Special School District No. 7 (hereafter Forrest City) for its Complaint
states:

t. This is a civil action seeking declaratory relief pursuant to A.C.A. 6-111-101 et.
seq., money damages in the form of reimbursement for improperly diverted foundation and other
state school aid as has been or will be improperly paid to both the Palestine Wheatley School
District and the Wynne School District and for unjust enrichment, As is explained below, the
prior pending case of In Re: The matter of the Forrest City School District and Palestine
Wheatley School District, which was numbered E-2000-58 should be reopened and consolidated
with this case for complete and efficient disposition of the issues raised herein.

2. As the facts alleged below explain, this is a matter of which this court has
jurisdiction.

3. As the facts alleged below establish, venue is properly laid in this court.

BACKGROUND
4, Litigation between the Forrest City and the Palestine-Wheatley School District
(hereafter Palestine Wheatley) regarding school choice began after passage of the 1989 School

Choice Act codified at ACA 6-18-206. To resolve the litigation at that time, an Agreed Order

384339 |
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was submitted by the two districts to the Honorable Kathleen Bell who entered the Agreed Order
on August 14, 2003. This order is attached as Exhibit 1.

5. In the litigation, Forrest City contended both that Palestine Wheatley was illegally
accepting transfer of students who resided within the Forrest City School District in violation of
both A.C.A. §6-18-202 (the School Residence Statute) and §6-18-206, the then prevailing
version of the “School Choice Act.” Forrest City obtained summary judgment and then by
agreement, after discovery, Forrest City School District was granted judgment against
Palestine Wheatley in the amount of $30,000.

6. Specific findings applicable to the current controversy were made and agreed to.
For instance, paragraph 6 of the Agreed Order states in full that:

“Each party is ordered and directed to advise all persons inquiring of the District, as to
parties to this action under A.C.A. §6-18-206 “School Choice,” that the District is not
eligible and will not enroll any student residing in the other District for the school year
2003-2004 or any future year, unless eligibility standards shall change or unless the
Arkansas Department of Education shall approve participation, and in no event unless the
other District shall have been given notice of such intent to participate and ninety (90)
days for response.”

7. Further, agreed paragraph 7 provides in full that:

“The Palestine Wheatley School District shatl, within twenty (20) days of entry of this
Order, notify the parents, guardians, or other persons in loco parentis, of each student
listed on Exhibit “A” currently enrolled, and/or any other student residing in the Forrest
City School District, that Palestine Wheatley School District is not eligible under the
provisions of A.C.A. §6-18-206 to participate in School Cheice in relation to residents of
the Forrest City School District and that the student will not be allowed to enroli for the
2003-2004 school year absent full compliance with applicable law.”

8. Paragraph 8 of the Agreed Order is also important. It requires that:
“Neither District shall enroll any student transferring from the other District unless
residency shall be established and verified. Upon such enroliment, the enrolling District

shall give notice to the other District within ten (10) days, including all documents and
other information provided in refation to verification of residency.”

3384535 |
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9. The Agreed Order goes on in paragraph 9 to set forth the manner and time for
payment of the $80,000 due from Palestine Wheatley to Forrest City.

10.  Paragraph 10 dismissed the Palestine Wheatley claims against the Forrest City
School District with prejudice while at the same time dismissing the remaining Forrest City
claims without denominating that dismissal to be with prejudice.

COUNTI

1.  Upon information and belief, Palestine Wheatley has, within and during the past
several years, improperly accepted transfers from the Forrest City School District pursuant to
now repealed A.C.A §6-18-206 and should, consistent with the Agreed Order and Arkansas law,
notify these students, to the extent they remain within the Palestine Wheatley School District,
that their transfer was improperly granted.

12.  Palestine Wheatley should likewise reimburse the Forrest City School District for
that amount of state aid generated and paid to Palestine-Wheatley for each such student with
interest at six percent (6%). Discovery will be commenced to determine the number of students,
the identities of the students, and the number of years they were improperly granted transfer to
Palestine Wheatley.

-13. - Upen information and belief, some students have likewise been allowed by the
Wynne School District to transfer to Wynne pursuant to A.C.A. §6-18-206 now repealed,

14.  Justas in the case of Palestine Wheatley, discovery should be had to identify the
number, identities and period of time those students were permitted to improperly transfer to the
Wynne School District and the Wynne Should District should be ordered to reimburse the
Forrest City School District for the state aid, with six percent (6%) interest, received by the

Wynne School District for these students,

3354535 1
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15.  Because of the substantial overlap in the issues, stipulations and adjudications

made in E-2000-58, it should be reopened and consolidated with this action for disposition.
COUNT I

16.  A.C.A, §6-18-206 was repealed and replaced by The School Choice Act of 2013,
codified as 6-18-1901 et. seq. Forrest City declared an exemption against transfer of students to
any other district pursuant to the School Choice Act of 2013, as permitted by the 2013 Act.

17.  To the extent that either Palestine Wheatley, Wynne or both accepted transfers -
during the last two school years pursuant to the School Choice Act of 2013, then Forrest City
should be reimbursed for the state aid generated by those students in the fashion described above.

COUNT 11

18.  The high school and middle school in the Forrest City School District were
declared to be in academic distress by the State Board of Education on July 10, 2014. Pursuant
to the Opportunity Choice Act of 2004, in certain instances not applicable here, students are
permitted to transfer from an academically distressed school to a neighboring school that is not
in academic distress,

19.  The State Board of Education required all school districfs in Arkansas that were in
academic distress or which had schools in academic distress to notify parents and students of the
opportunity to transfer by July 30, 2014,

20.  However, A.C.A. 6-18-227 § (¢)(1) and §(e)(2) of that Act prohibit transfers from
Forrest City to any other school district.

21.  A.C.A. 6-18-227 refers to now repealed A.C.A. 6-18-206(d). However, 6-18-

206(d) was replaced with the School Choice Act of 2013 which contains the exemption against

transfer declared by the Forrest City School District prohibiting transfer of students from the

1384535 |
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Forrest City School District to Palestine Wheatley, Wynne or any other district, described in
Count II of this Complaint.

22, A.C.A. 6-18-227(e)(2) provides that if any part of the Opportunity Choice Act
conflicts with the provisions of a federal desegregation court order, the provisions of the federal
desegregation court order shall govern. Such a conflict exists in this case.

COUNTIV

23.  The desegregation case still pending against the Forrest City School District is
styled McKissick ef al v. Forrest City School District No. 7 et al, and was filed on November 6,
1969. A copy of the McKissick Complaint is attached as Exhibit 2.

24.  Inparagraph VI A of the McKissick Complaint the Plaintiffs noted that: “the pupil
desegregation procedure adopted by defendants is commonly known as “freedom of choice.”

25.  Plaintiffs’ prayer for relief in McKissick sought a permanent injunction enjoining
Forrest City from operating a dual school system and enjoining it from refusing to implement a
plan of total unification of the district by the use of zoning and pairing.

26.  Inan order filed January 16, 1970, attached as Exhibit 3, the district court
concluded that Forrest City was operating identifiable schools under a traditional policy of dual
school systems contrary to faw and in violation of the Constitution of the United States and that
it bad failed to take the necessary steps to effectively implement a desegregated unitary schooi
system.

27.  The court ordered Fortest City to file a plan for conversion of its public schools to
4 unitary, non-racial system. Significantly, in listing the elements of the plan to be presented, the
court specifically stated that: “all vestiges of ‘freedom of choice’ shall be eliminated no later

than the beginning of the second semester of the present school year.”
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28. At page 4, paragraph 5, the court noted it was retaining continuing jurisdiction
and reserving the right to approve, modify or reject any plan submitted. The order was affirmed
by the United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit on June 5, 1970,

29.  Forrest City submitted a new plan on July 12, 1971 in an effort to comply with the
guidelines of the court but it was rejected at a hearing on July 27, 1971 and a new plan ordered.
The court noted its Order of August 16, 1971 attached as Exhibit 4, carefully scrutinized the
revised plan (which had no choice elements within it) and concluded that it complied with the
guidelines and teachings of the Supreme Court.

30.  Atpage 7 of its August 13, 1971 opinion, the court reiterated that it was retaining
jurisdiction to see that compliance was had with the orders of the coust.

31.  The next court proceeding was on December 4, 1990 in which the court
considered the addition of a magnet school program as part of the Forrest City desegregation
plan. The court noted at page 2 of its 1990 opinion that “magnet schools must be approved by
this court in order to modify the court’s previously approved plan.” It was approved along with
the court’s observation that the school district had monitored and continued the operation of the
Forrest City Schools in compliance with the orders of the court “since that time,” referring to
1971, A copy of the 1990 opinion is attached as Exhibit 5.

COUNT YV

32.  The now repealed School Choice Act of 1989, the School Choice Act of 2013 and
the Opportunity School Choice Act of 2004 all conflict with the prohibition contained in the
orders entered regarding the Forrest City School District that freedom of choice could not be

relied upon as regards Forrest City School District.

IR453S 1
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33.  The order of the circuit court entered on August 14, 2003 (See Exhibit A) as an
agreed order recognized this concept as well.

34.  Thereafter, the School Choice Act of 2013 replaced the 1989 School Choice Act
and the Opportunity School Choice Act was enacted and became effective after the circuit
court’s order of August 14, 2003,

35.  None of these statutes are enforceable against the Forrest City School District and
no choice transfers of any kind are to be permitted or sanctioned absent approval of the federat
district court as an amendment to the Forrest City desegregation plan to be presented and
approved by that court.

36.  This court should respect and enforce not only the orders entered in McKissick
but the August 14, 2003 order of this very coust,

COUNT VI

37.  All of the foregoing satisfies the requirements for recovery by Forrest City from
the Defendants under principles of unjust enrichment as defined and sanctioned by the common
law of Arkansas.

. RELIEF REOUESTED

38.  Afier a brief period of discovery, this court should determine, absent a stipulation
to that effect, the number of children who have transferred to the Palestine-Wheatley School
District who resided at the time of transfer within the boundaries of the Forrest City School
District, calculate the state aid generated by each such child and order reimbursement by the
Palestine-Wheatley School District to the Forrest City School District for each such child

improperly allowed to transfer, together with prejudgment interest of six percent (6%)

LE - LE N
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39.  After a brief period of discovery, the Wynne School District should be ordered to
reimburse the Forrest City School District for all state aid generated by any child the Wynne
School District allowed to transfer under any of the school choice acts, together with
prejudgment interest of six percent (6%).

40.  This court should declare that any such transfers were in conflict with both the
MecKissick Decree and the August 14, 2003 order of this court and direct that Palestine-Wheatley
and Wynne School District terminate those impermissible transfers.

WHEREFORE, Forrest City prays that it have judgment against Palestine Wheatley in an
amount to be determined but which amount is in excess of the minimuim requirements for federal
court jurisdiction, that it have judgment against the Wynne School District in an amount to be
determined but in an amount in excess of the minimum requirements to establish federal court
jurisdiction, for prejudgment interest at the constitutional rate of six percent (6%) calculated
from the date of receipt of each improperly received state aid payment by the Defendants, for its
attorney’s fees and for a declaration that both districts have improperly permitted transfers
pursuant to choice in the past and that the court should declare that no further choice transfers
shall be allowed and for all proper relief.

Respectfully submitted,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
GATES & WOODYARD, P.L.LL.C.

425 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 1300

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Telephone: (501) 638-8800

Facsimile: (501) 688-8807

E-mail: sjonescemwlaw.com

/s/ M. Samuel Jones
M. Samuel Jones I (76060)

JIBL5S {
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SHARPE, BEAVERS, CLINE & WRIGHT
P.O. Box 924

Forrest City, AR 72336-0924

Telephone: 870-633-3141

Facsimile: 870-633-3594

Email: brbeaversi@sbeglobal.net

4/ _Brad J. Beavers M Pica
Brad J. Beavers (81012) /

5/ R _Alon Cline
R, Alan Cline (87035)

Artorneys for Forrest City School District

R LLLY)
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ST, FRANC!S COUNTY, ARKANSAS

INRE: THE MATTER OF THE
FORREST CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ]
and PALESTINE WHEATLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT No. £-2000-68

AGREED ORDER
on this § & day ol-.ﬂga Wi , 2003, comes to be heard this ciuse of

action on Joint Petition of the partles. The Forrest Clty School District appearing by and
through Its attomey, Brad J. Beavers, of Sharpa, Beavers & Cline, PO, Box 924,
Forrast Cliy, AR 72338-0924, and Palestine Whestlay School District appearing by and
through ls atiomey, W. Frank Moledge, P.0. Box 912, Fonest Clty, AR 72338-0912.
The Court, after reviewing alf pleadings filed herain, hearing statements of counset and
belrig well and sufficiently advised, finds that;

1. That the Forrest Cty School District has been granted Summary
Judgment against the Palestine Wheatisy School District based upon violation of AC.A,
§6-18-202 for the 1999-2000, 2000-2001, and 2001-2002 school years as 1o certaln
students as ls more spacifically set forth in said Summary Judgmen} dated the 1st day
of July, 2002, and flied ths ch day of July, 2002. The Forrest City Schaol District has
baen granted Partial Summary Judgment against the Palestine Whealley School District -
in the amount of $45,175.85. [

2. DwobmsuihasindstatthepmvisonmakAS.m §018208 cqnmenly
refmgEadton SONTGRIEOR CHOMON RN OIF AT 6 IPSHATN of studmimbetinesiy (N
Famagh Gine Sonsor DHHIM ST OV PR vNRUSy- SEROE DIRDER SPUE ISR Mo
Palaating, ihsalg Soaot Ristsioh s 1ok EOIDRFIY ESSEP K stRR IS N 5

FILED
EXHIBIT AUG 1§ 2003

v H
’ S | 10 E,’f‘,f';’"‘"s. n;ﬂuﬁr =M 7%

vt ——————
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theForrest City Schoo Distriok (as.defined by the provisions of A.C.A, §8:18-202). unden
the provisions of A §6-18:208

3. Certal students Usted on Exhibit "A" hereto are found 1o have been
enrolled by the Patesﬁpe Wheatiey School District in viciation of both A.C A, §8-18-202
and §8-18-206 for the school year 2001-2002, under the “Schook Cholce” provisions.

4. The Fomest Clty School District Is, by agreement, granted Jucigment
against the Palestine Wheatisy School District, as a compromised settiement, the
amount of $80,000.00, Inclusive of the amount of $45,176.85 Summary Judgment filed

July 9, 2002,
5. Exhibit "A" contalne Infommation conceming Individual students. Exhibit

"A" shal be attached to this Order In the seated portion of the Court file. Any copy of
this Judgment released to any person other than the parties, or apen for public
Inspaction, shall not contain Exhibit "A* hareto,

7. The Palastine Wheatley Schaol District shall, within twenty (20) days of

entry of this Order, notify the parents, guardians, or other persons in loco parentls, of

each student fisted on Exhibit "A” curranily enrolted, and/or any othe¥ student reslding in H
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the Forrest City School District, that Palesting Wheatley Schoal Diatrict is not eligible
under the provisions of A.C.A. §8-18-208 to participate in Schoot Choles in relation to
residents of the Farrest City School District and that the student will not ba aliowed to
anvoll for the 2003-2004 schooj year absent ful compilance with appiicable law,

8. -Nalﬂtér District shalf enroll any student transferdng from the other District
unless residency shall be eatablished and verifled, Upcn such enroliment, the ahrofiing
District shall give notice to the other Distct within ten, {10) days, including all
documents and other Information provided In refation to veﬁﬂcaﬂ?n of residency.

9. The Palsstine Whealisy School Distrct shah, within thirty (30) days, pay
the Famest City School District the total amount of Judgment recited hereln, $30,000.00.
in the event that such payment shatl not be racaived within said thirty (30) da;lr period,
the Forreat Cily Schoo! Dislrict shat! be authorized to patition tha Arkensas Department
of Education, pursuant o A.C.A. §6-18-205(a)(1X3), to satiafy the iiabilty created by
this Agread Onder, in the sum of $80,000.00, with credt for any amount pald,- by
transferring that amount to the Forrest Cty School District from funds which the
6eparlment would have next distributed io thi Mno Wheatley School District, as
the liable school district, untll such time as the ) fiabifity is pald. The Department is
ordered to determine that the amount of the Habiilty Is as set forth In this Agreed Ordar
and shall satisfy the llabllity by such transfer from the hext available funds due to the
Palestine Wheatiey School District. If not paid, the Forrest City School District may
cofiect said Judgment in any way allowed by Arkaness faw,

10.  The Palestine Wheatley School District has requestad dismissal of ail
pending claims against the Forrest City School District and all such claims ars hereby

. e
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dismissed with prejudice. The Forreat City Schoo! District has requested dismissal of all
remaining pending claims against the Palestina Whestley School District (excepl as
reduced to Judgment herein) and all such remalning claims are hereby dismissed.
Auau it
IT 13 SO ORDERED this {<{f day of Y, 2003

I
i%m; ;LEEN:B=ELL. JUDGE
Aﬁﬁnﬁs 10 FOFﬂD CONTENT: %’“
Nom i o 3
ied . - l_
RLEDGE, AtOcney for
tiey|Sclye] Distrct

e

W, FRANK MO

/7

BRAD J. BEAVERS, Altorney for
Faorrest Clty Scifool District
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The juxisdiotion of this onurt ie invoked purensst to the provi-
slone of Ticle 26 U.8.0., IBIII(A). This 1s m mction iy squity,
suthorized by lew, Title 42 Do8.Ca, 58 19801 oud 1903, The Thghts, privileges
and tumzdties sought te be secured by thly sotion ars rights, privilegss
mmuumntmbymhmmnlqmmuncm
of the Ffourtesnth Mssndnsat v the Constfiution of the United States, as
heratsatiar yore Sully sppesxus
L4 9
Thiv ie aprocsading for & prelisfnscy end permment injusetion
o eniota defendunt Forrast Oty Schosl Dietefot Mo 7 sad dafandante
Izving md Dellousitt Zrom oontloniog thedr pe ter, practioe, custtw snd
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asige of opeTating & dual systwm of yublic acheels foxr Hegro and white
Popils 1o defendents® echool dtetrict. Plaimiiffe are Megro citis®as of
the United Btazes and the mr.- of Arksnses who reside within defendante’
sahool dfetrict.
=44
Minor plaintifis are all eligible to attnd tha public. schools
of defendante? Alstrict.
Fy
Hiror pleinetffs bring this stticn on helulf of themaslves snd
sll othey paxtiss siadlerly situated puxwomt to Rule 230s) snd (B)CLI(D)

of tha Fedazal Rules of CAvilL Procadurs. The alase of perscas affected ox which

may b affacted by the practica baxsin tomplained of 1u s numerows thet
Jotndsr of all webere s tMprasticible; thers ave comwon qusations of law
nMe-u'uth-dm; tha sepressotstive pexrtise will faixly end
sdaquately protest the htareste of the olsss md mdjudfcations With xesysct
to individzal membars of the cluss wold iy a practical mektex, be aposi-
tive of tha intersste of sll other parties.
v

Defandents axe the Foarest Olty Schcol District Ne, 7, located
in Yorvest Olty, St. Frescis County, Azkmusy; snd defendast, Willies
Ixvivg, Soperintacdent of Schools of dafelant sshool dlstrict; st Jawes
Delosattr, Prestdmnt of the Sohool Board of defendast School Disextct.
Datandmt Gchaol Distsict Sa charged under the Ackensas lay vith the Yesposaf
biiity for apsrating and matotadning thepblic sciools of the Formust Olty
School Distriot. Tha Scilities under ite control snd mecigeseat sre 88
followar

2. The prefsiluaatly vhite Ferrest City Righ School oparated for
popils in grades ten through twaive|

b, The all Hegro Linceln Migh School opecated for Ny.ll.o in
$radss ten thuxough twalve.

ce The predominantly white Sws Seith Jv, High S¢hool operated
fox pupile in gredes eeven thxough uioe.

de :nu alldlagre Tdnooln Jr. Blgh School cperazed for pupile
in grades sevam through nlas.

4. The predominently whits Caldwell, Msdfeen, Torrsst Gity

e

£ a2
iy

F R N R T

-
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Prizary, Alta McDendsl and Poxzest Oity Rlsmsctaryssnd Fervest Hills
Schoola,

fo The all-Negro Stewsrt, Xldridas Mutlex, Rvans anf Delossite
Klausntary Schoolu.

Dafmdant Williem Irving, ss Superintendsnt of Schaole, i3 the
chtef adminiatrative officer of dafendact sehool syetas.

n

As Trior to Swptesber, 1963, all Nagross within tha dafendont
salicol &srrict wers raquized to setand the public schools cparsted for
Hegross. Vbite pupils wars raquired to attend the gublic echools operated
for white pupile. In Beptsmbax, 1985, the district bhexsn a pregrem of popil
duqnpluniuardummlyﬂﬁmm-umlm
of the Depaxtment of Nealth, #ducetion and Valfsrs {hersioafter Departwent
of §%6) wo that sald achool digtrict could Gonilwws receiving fedeval
Suancial aselotances The pupdl dessgrepation prossduve adepted by defend-
mts is commonly known #8 Vfreedos of chofce.™ Mo whits puplls have evee
chosen to attend axy of the Negro schoole. hnmwmlrm
120 Blatk studmte st Forrsst Gity High Sohool snd 800 white students. A
aajority of the district Lo mads up of black smadents.

Be Defandant School Metrict continoes to oparats & dwal school
systun vhich vetalny many vestiges of conplets segregation including:

(43] d.l-lq:; schoole; ,

(2 substaatially segregated fuculty sod rscially Ldentsfishle

acaffey
(3) black studeats beaxing the totsl burden of desagregstion;
(&) jufartor facilitiss mé aszvices for bleck studeate.
. nx

¥ioox pledptifie axe sligible to attend all grades of the public
achoola operated by defendents, Defendante have wullified thie ight by
dllatory tantice apd are comsttted to prolonging the proseas of popil
desegragation. ’

. il . i
Sums of the wisox pletntiffs attesd ali-Negro achools cpersted by
defeadmt school dietyict. The all-Negro schooly sre suiatendavd, lwsdas
quate, #d fafarior to ihe prwdcminently viiza schools opezeted by

Minar plalntiffs aze Injursd by defendants’ poltey, practise,
custow sud usags of faculty segragation snd defendents’ other wud...
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practices, customs and ussges of rectal dlscriminstion. Plsintiffs hawe no
9Mnotewhntmu1-uuﬁulmuwnithldnaﬁbr
injusction is thely only mesns for sscuring adsquate relisf. n-:'m.ﬂ.
stansd o auifex irreparable dwegs unless the pxactices harein cocplained .
about are sajoined by this courte

WEEREFORE, plaiuntiffe xespestfolly pray thet this court sdeance
:usuunth.duum.&dlrlmhutmn&anuuntme&h
dste, and spom such haaring enter a praliminesy sd pamwaneat fnjunction
snjoining defendsnts from

1. Operating a dusl school system;

Z.Muﬂqhhlmmd)uplnmwmnh

of tha datrict.
Flaintitfe foxther pray that this court oxder defindants to oot
. fmesdlataly to & unified school system by the use of soning, pairing, cone
thwied oia of sxistivg trameportation facilities sod sy other tamholques

svmileble. Plaintiffe pray that this coust swerd them a ressonsble sttorusp?

for and sy other xellef viick may be eppropriste.

Raspecefolly submiited,
- WANKER, BOTENDERNY, KAPLAN,IAVEY &
HOLTINCEWR .

1520 West 13th gurest
Eitile Rook, Arkeneas 72202

HORMA CHLLOREIN
10 Colusbuy Circle
Rew Tork, ¥or York 1009

-Attoremys for Flalatiffs

3=
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FILED

AN 18 1970

BASTHEN DISTRICT OF ARKANEAS * Dop. Cf

ERIC MOKISXICK, EY AL.,
Plaintifie,
v. NHO. H 69-C-42

FORRRNY CITY SPECIAL SCEOOL
mmﬂ m- 7‘ H hlﬁ-.

SRRER

On this Lth day of Junusry, 1970, this cause comes on far
hearing to the Court as scheduled, 'The partise #lled the couplaint
sgainst the Foxrest Clty School pistrict on Novesber 6, 1969. It
was scheduled for a hesring on January 7, 1969, but due to
inclemsnt weathar Tesulting in sxtramsly hasardous vwenditions of
the roads, the ciss of nacesaity was postponed and rescheduled
this date. 7he plaintitfvappearing by their attorney, Philip X.
maplan, of the law fimm of Walkex, Rotenberry, Mplan, Levay &
Hollingsworth, sud the defendants appesring ia perscn and by
their sttorneys, B. J. iutler snd Harcld sharpe, spd the parties
announced ready for trial of the case,

n'u- the pleadings, intexrogatoriss, ore tenus testisony,
exhibits, statemants of counsel, snd the entire reccrd, the court
ismisd ita decigion from the banch at the conolusiom of the trial.

durisdiction is ndmitted ad estsblished.

As stated by the Court, at the conclusion of the hearing,
the yoxrest city rublic gohools axe prassntly operating umuﬂ-b#
schaols under a traditicusl policy of dual school systems contrary
to law and in violation of the Constitution of the IMmited States.
Although, the school district has 8 plamned program of operstica

-
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toward complisnce, it has failed to take necesssry staps to
effectively inplesint & desegragated unitary school systes.

This is the first time the distzrict has besn required to
ack by court Cecxes, The school district contends that it has
develcped a plan of dssemregation in consnltation with and in
ceoperation by the Mo:tnmt of Eealth, Rducation and Welfare
to ke fully, effectively and cospletely inplemented no later than
the commencement of the 1970-71 school year, It further contends _
that to xwquire ismediate unitimsticn of thelr multiple schools,
% wil) be fully sccomplished with the beglmning of the next
#chool year, would be impractionl and detximental to » wall planned
and operated school program and would be educatiosally unsound
in that it would meke ineffectunl the sducational procssses during
the second semastsr. guch olaiws shall no looger sexve as
detexrents to immadiate compiisnce with ths constitutional
standards,

Oatober 29, 1969,

It is the duty of school boards to veluntarily acoomplish
an =nd to segragation without judicial prodding. The burden on
- the school board is to develop and preweut a plan that prowises
realistically to work at once.

Iacation of gtromy Sohool pistriok No. B3I of tmicn Co
suprs. Bee Nrown v, Boaxd of Edycation. 349 v.s. 194
Brown II.

In posplisnce with the ruling of ths Court, sntsred herein
st the conclusion of the trial, the Couxt is of the opinion that

LAy
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the defandants, Forrest City Special Bohool District No. 7.
Supsrintendent of Schools and the Forvest City Schoal Board,
should file with the Court an appropriate plan for immediate
- conversion of the public adao.oh to a unitary. non-racial system,

IT I8, TEERRFORE, CONSLDERED, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the
Foxrzest Clty Special gchool histrict No. 7, its officers and
mexbers of the board, shall file with the Court within ten days
from the date of the hesring a plan to convert the present
organisation of the dlstrict's public schools to & unitary, non~
racial system. The plea shall provids ax the Court directs
hersin, ister alim, and be inplemsnted as set forth below:

1. The pressnt system of mm-mg of gome students shall
" be eliminated and l‘ mu:, husaing system sstablished no later
than degitning with the second semester of tha preseat school yeas.

2. The asalgnmsnt of students to schools and classss therein
shall be made withont vegard to race comsencing no later than the
beginning of the mecond semsster of the pressnt school year. The
arsignmnts and renssigumnts of studsnts shall contisue snd the
new plan for the attendance of students on & non~racial basis
shall be fully implessnted no Iater than the 1570-71 school year.

3. The employmant snd assignoest of famulty and other
persoanel shall be wade without regard to race and color comssncing
no lateyr than the sscond ssmanter of the present school year.
the plan shall further provide for the transfer of faculty and
other psraonnel on a contiming bawis ts sliminste all vestiges
of segregition and fully implemsnted no later than the commence-
mnt of the 1970-71 school yenr. .

4. :All vestiges of “freedom of chuice® shall be slisdnsted
no later than the begiming of the second semester of the prasent
achool ysar.

Page 3.
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5. The Court retains coatimuing jurisdiction and resstves
the right to approve, modify or reject any plan submitted towavd
the utnhl.tl!u'nnt of an affective snd fully lmplemented unitary,
non-racinl system of the distriot's piblie schools.

DATED: Junusry 15, 1970.

Fuge 4.

20
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IN THN UNITRD STATES DISTRICY .

BASTERN DISTRICT OF
BASTERN DIVISION
EXIC MoKISICK, BT AL.,
Plalntitss,
v. . H-69-0-d}

FORRESY CYTY SPECIAY, SCHOOL
DIATRICT 0. 7. BT AL.,

Dufendants.

L e I L L L

This procesding was oxiginally brought by the plainttffs
againat the defandants in thely individual capecities and as a

¢laws action pursaant to Fule 23(a) {b) {1} (8} of tha Federal Sulss

of Civil yrocedure. The plaintiffs and their cluss they peopose
0 repxasent are black citisens of the defanduat school dlatrict.
she plaintiffs seek Telief hy raquiring the achool district to
aliminate its duml) system of operation and sll vestiges of
segregation and to require the defendant school district to
operate a unitary aystem without regard to rage. )

Jurisdiction having been astablished, this Court entered an
order Jumary 16, 1970, requiring the Defendant Forrest city
Special School District Mo, 7, its officers and mesbers of the
bourd, £0 submit s plan of operaticm to w unitary, non-racial
uwysten in compliance with constitutional standaxdw,

Parsuant: thereto, the defendant achool district sulwitted
& propaged plan for the opsxatiom of iks schools o Januaxy 24,
1970. 1n the meantime, the plaistiffs sppealed to the Circuit
court of Appeals for the Eighth clronit tha axder of the Court
antared Janvary 18, 1970. The plaintiffersought sumsary revarsal

(o
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of tha Court's oxder, vhich was denied and the Clerk of the
Court of Appesls was dixected to prepars & hriefing achedule
for oxral argument and submission to the Court of Appeals at
- its April, 1970 session. )

Gn Juae 5, 1970. the appssl was heard by therappellate court
and on the oxiginal £iles of the imited States District court
for the rastern Bistyict of Arkansas, And arguments of counsal,
Judgment wes entsred affirming the ordex of the alstriock court
sntared Jammaxy 18, 1970, in accordance with per cuxriam opinion
filed wt that time,

Fursuant 0 the per curiam opinion of the Circuit Court of
Appenls, Eighth circuit, June S, 1970, this Court entered an

order dntad July 6, 1970, approving the proponed plan of operation|

‘ for the public schools of the defsndant, Forvest city Special |
School District mo. 7, submittsd snd entered Januaxy 24, 1970.

On timely motion of the plaintiffs o reconsider the
court-appraoved plan of the defendant: school district, the Couxt
santered an oxdexr 4dsnying the plaintiffs' motion for- reconsiders—~
tion on Anguat 21, 1970. 7he plaintiffs flled timely notice o!
appeal of this Comxt's orders dated July 6. 1970, and Angust 21,
1370, respectively to the United gtates Court of Appeals for the
Eghth Cizouit.

In the interim pericd, the Suprema Court of the United
States decided and filed opiniouns in the following cawes: gGwvapn

[ 33y Yorth caxolins Stite Board of Rdyeatioh . Swann, 402 U.5. 435
McDaniel, du & of 402 U.g, 29,
-2~
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Pursusnt to tha above-mentionsd opinicous. the Eighth Circuit '
Couxt of Appenls vacatsd this Court's orders of July 6, 1970,
and August 21, 1370, and repanded the csuse to the.district
court wvith direations. As a result, this Court entersd an order
June i, 1971, diyecting the dsfendant school district to File |
with the Court a plan for the oparation of its elemeatary schools '
vhich conplies with the guidelines and teachings of the opinicna
of the United States Suprems Courb in the above-cited cases.

Tha school dlstrict was directed £o suhmit the plan no later
‘than Jaly 12, 197), and the pﬁtnﬂ!f- ware given ten days aftex
the filing otthpmmmnhmmmrnpmdwo&mhq
plend in connection with the proposal. At the same tine, the
Ccourt schednled a besring on the proposal foxr Tussdey,July 27,
971,

In compliance with the Court's order. the dafendant school
district on July 12, 1911,' submitted proposed plan adopted by
the school bourd revising the previcusly dessgration propossl
in an affort to comply with the guidalines as peeviously directed,
The plaintiffs £iled no foxmml cbjection ox cther response.

Mucheduled, tha couxt held a hsaring on the schaol u-u.-m*r
revised plan quly 17, i971. The Pllinti.ﬂl appeared with their
attorney, Homoxable phillip K. Xaplan, and the dsfandants
appearsd with their sttorneys, Bonorshle Harold ghaspa and
Honorable B, J, Butler, After opening statemsnts of counse),
tastinony was presentsd by ir. william xrving, superintendent of
Schools, and in addition to the plun proposed by the district
in detail, mmerous exhibits were pressnted as an explanation
of lteroparation. Following the testimony and the presentation
of ashibits and forthsr statements of counsel, mmmﬂ

- 04
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that the plan proposed failed to meet the guidelines and teaching
of the recent opinicns of the Suprems court of the United States.
The school board was dirvected to £ile a revised plun within
ten days that would meat the objection of the Court as shown
from the svidencs peesented during the amrse of the hearing.
In compliance with the Court's ordsy, the schocl districe
submitted the revised plan with detalled Lnformation as to the
distribution of the students in all of its schools, temchex
aasignment, exhibits showiag propowed bus routws and attendance
areas adopting a cosbination of peiring of certain schools and
zoning as applicable to its elementary schools.

‘The plaintiffs filed chiections to the defendankt's ravissd
‘ Plan and contexd that the elemsntary schools of the district
would stil)l be racially iduntifishle snd that the plan would
not achisve a unitaxy status. The plaintiffe further contend
that since the school district has aver 50X black snyollmnt
a raclal balance should be requirad In all of its achools,
Furthex objeation is made to the faculty wssignment, contending
that: the proposed faculty distributfon remsin racislly identifi-
ably.

This cotrt aid not proposs, and does not do s now, to
regquire the school district to achieve a racial Balance. It is
not required as a mattex of wlw conskitutional yight.

lon, 402 U.8. 1, 4.
on this question the Supreme Court made it olsar in Hwann
that the chjective sought does not and cannot embrance all the
prebless of rzcial prejudics. The District Couxt estublishad a
noxw for the various schools of u 71=-2% ratic. It was acknowledy
that variations from that norm may he umavoidable, Mr. Justice

- 4%
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Burger stated, commancing at page 24 as follown:
"If we Wers to rend the holding of the District Court
to require, as a matter of substantive constitutionhl
right, any particelar degras of raoial balance ox
mixing, that approach would be disapproved’ and we woold
be obliged to xsverse. 7the constitutiomal comssnd to
desegregate schoals doss not mean that avery school in
overy commmity sust alvays reflect ths xracial composi-
tica of the scbool system as a whole.” gee also Uplted

No. 20,699, Tnited gtates Court of Appedls for the

mth Ciml.t. m't 7. 1’71' m.’ 9 m 10. b

With refer#ncs to faculty assignment, the plan calls fox
122 teuchers, 61 bluck and 61 white, In additicu thexeto, ths
district will have a nusber of special teschers ag speech thearpy,
art, musiv, physiosl aducation and =0 forth of both black and
white who will sexve two or wore schools, It appéars the school
" dlstrict has sufficiently achieved faculty dessgregation and an
aoccaptable assigmment of its faculty that reasonsbly complies
with the law.

Ro question ox objacticn is xuised to the school district's

praposad opexation of the Faxrsst Cliy Nigh gohool and the rom-tL

city Junior High gchool, grades 7-12. It was stipulated by the
parties to the Court this axrsngomant was acceptabls.

Thers sxe four rural slementaxy achools and five oity
slsmentazy schools which are to accommdate 3167 students, 1829
black and 1338 whita. Mo slsmntary school hns less than 15%
vhite ox less than 30% black, except DaRossitt, an slemsntary
school in a xemots area of the district with pre-dominmutly hlack
population. % of the students to be assigned will be white

-t CR/}-
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with a faculty composed of 50% black and 50X whits. The court
conciudes that from the record, snd undar the circumstances,

this propossd arrangement cowmplies with (¥0. 2) of the problem
axeas digcussed in Swanh, supra, pRges 15 and 26. ‘The court is
satisfied that the racial composition of this elementaxy school
i» oot the result of presant or past dlscriminatory actiom on the
part of the school authoritiss.

The Court also takes note that due to the proposed teacher
 assignmants, it will ba necessary to purchase additional portable
bulldings by the sohool distriat. Additions will be required at
Forrest Hills School (2 buildings) and stewart Slementacy
(1 Tyilding). Uitimmtaly to owmet the reguirements of the plan,
the schoel dfstxick may ba reqmired to purchase one ox twg othex
portable bulldings to asrve the needs of the dlstxict. In that
these additicnal buildings will be necessary as a part of the
plan, it follows that the school district will be required to
provide these pdditional facilities.

it is also noted that the original plan subaltted by the
alatplct in 1970, sffective with the comtencessst of the 1970~71
school yeaxr, had the approval of the n-plrtlnt of HEealth,
Education and Welfsre, The instant plan proposed by the distxict
achieves & greater deyree of dessgregation than did the propossd
plan approved by H.E.NW,

The Court has carefully scrutiniced the revised plan
submitted herein on August 5, 1971, and pursusnt te the recoxd,
the Court is of the opinich that the proposed plan mbmitted
" by the achool board of the Forrest clty Special School pistrict
no. 7 for it g elementary schools compliss with ths guidelines
and teachings of the United gtates Supreme Couxt of April 20,

-l
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1971, in the gwamn and other cases cited hereinabove and should
be approved, )
IT IS, THEREFORE, CONSIDERED, CRDSRED AND ADJUDGED that
the plen of operstion of the public schools of the Forrest City

gpecial School District ¥o. 7, Forzest City, Arkansus, submitted .

on Auguat 3, 1971, be and the ssme is hereby approved.

17 I§ FORTHER ORDEARD that this Court reisins juxisdiction
for furthexr conpideration of any problem that night arise in
-connsction with the operation of the Forrest City Schoole and
compilance with the oxdexs of this Court.

DATED: Auguat 13, 1971,

PR
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oM
_ pze 04 990
IN THE URITED STAYES DISTAICT -
NRETRIOl DIGIRICT OF CLERK
LR
SRIC MOXISSIC, BT AL, ' FEATNTIFTS
v. Civil Bo. B-69-Cod2
e Pl
istrict No. n,uﬁ.
SRLRR
The couxt is in xeceipt of a petition is this ancient cane
on behalf of the Porxest City School Distriot ¥o. 7. Jubisdictioa
of the court in this case cousanced in 1963 by the £iling of civil
rights valief in the newe of Zulg NuKissig wt al. ¥, Foreest City
Spenial Sohool Disteict Mo, 1 et al., Cazs No, B-69-C-42.
Pursuant to the extandsd complicstions im the probless facing the
couct at that time, the sourt specifically concloded and oxdared
that “this Court retafn jurisdiction for forthar consideration of
any probless that sight axise in conpeotics with the opexetion of
the Forrsst City Schools and complisnce with the oxdmxs of this
Court. Dateds JAngust 13, 1971.°
he School Distriot has sonitoxed and continsed the cperation
of the Forzest City Schools in compliance with orders of this
couct since that time. Merafore, the court has had continuiag
jurisdiction for an indefinite pariod of time.
This petition of the defendant School District is in relatioh
to the sstablishment of a “Magrat S8chool proposal* {(Maguet School
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&
?E

the Arksnsas Departusnt of Edusation, and the U.8. Depaxtsant of
Edncatioh as raquestsd by the Forrest City School District ¥o. 7,
1% 18 50 OROERED.
Dated this 3xd day of Decesber, 1390,

R
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ovraecmcurr courror — IMNIMIITAANA AN

ST. FRANCIS COUNTY ARKANSAS B20V-14-169 621-62100000686-031
FORREST CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 4 Pages

FORREST CITY SPECIAL SCHOOL ST, FRANCIS C0  08/22/2014 9.

DISTRICT CIRGUIT COURT mg |
Plaintiffs

v. CaseNo. £ 2EV =14 -jLo~Y

PALESTINE-WHEATLEY F ‘ LE D

SCHOOL DISTRICT; AND WYNNE -

SCHOOL DISTRICT PUB 22 20M

MOTION TO REOPEN AND TO CONSOLIPATE
Forrest City Special School District (hereafter Forrest City) for its motion states:
1. Exhibit 1 to this action is an Agreed Order that was entered August 14, 2003 in
Case Number E-2000-58. That litigation was between the Forrest City School District and
Palestine Wheatley School District.
2. In that action, it was determined and adjudged that Palestine Wheatley violated
A.C.A. §6-18-206, the 1989 School Choice Act, as well as A.C.A. §6-18-202 by permitting
students who resided within the boundaries of the Forrest City School District to transfer to the

Palestine Wheatley School District,

3. The court determined and adjudged that Palestine Wheatley, as a violator of
A.C.A. §6-18-206 and §6-18-202 was liable to Forrest City for damages, calculated as the
amount of state aid generated by the improperly transferred students, and owed this state aid to
the Forrest City School District. Judgment for $80,000 was entered accordingly.

4, This court further ordered that no further transfers should be permitted under
A.C.A. §6-18-206 unless the Arkansas Department of Education shall approve participation and

only after ninety days of giving such intent. (See paragraph 6 of Exhibit 1 to Complaint).
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5. Because there is significant overlap between the issues adjudicated in E-2000-58,
and because it is alleged in the new Complaint that Palestine Wheatley violated the terms and
conditions of the Agreed Order it would promote judicial efficiency and consistency for the
current action to be consolidated with E-2000-58 and Forrest City moves that pursuant to Rule
81 (c) of the Arkansas Rules of Civil Procedure that E-2000-58 be reactivated and consolidated
for disposition with this case.

WHEREFORE, Forrest City prays for an order of this court reactivating E-2000-58 and
consolidating it with the instant action for disposition and for all proper relief.

Respectfully submitted,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
GATES & WOODYARD, P.LL.C.

425 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 1800

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Telephone: (501) 688-8800

Facsimile: (501) 688-8807

E-mail: sjones@mwlaw.com

s/ M, Samuel Jones
M. Samuel Jones 11 (76060)

SHARPE, BEAVERS, CLINE & WRIGHT
P.0. Box 924

Forrest City, AR 72336-0924

Telephone: 870-633-3141

Facsimile: 870-633-3594

Email: brbeaverst@shcglobal.net

/s/ _BradJ Beavers
Brad J. Beavers (81012)

{5/ R. Alan Cline
R. Alan Cline (87035)

Attorneys for Forrest City School District

3397528 |
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
ST. FRANCIS COUNTY ARKANSAS

FORREST CITY SPECIAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT

Plaintiffs
V. CaseNo. b2V ~Iy- o0 -4

PALESTINE-WHEATLEY
SCHOOL DISTRICT; AND WYNNE
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Defendants
MOTION TO REOPEN AND TO CONSOLIDATE

Forrest City Special School District (hereafter Forrest City) for its motion states:

1. Exhibit 1 to this action is an Agreed Order that was entered August 14, 2003 in
Case Number E-2000-58. That litigation was between the Forrest City School District and
Palestine Wheatley School District.

2. In that action, it was determined and adjudged that Palestine Wheatley violated
A.C.A. §6-18-206, the 1989 Schoo! Choice Act, as well as A.C.A. §6-18-202 by permitting
students who resided within the boundaries of the Forrest City School District to transfer to the
Palestine Wheatley School District.

3. The court determined and adjudged that Palestine Wheatley, as a violator of
A.C.A. §6-18-206 and §6-18-202 was liable to Forrest City for damages, calculated as the
amount of state aid generated by the improperly transferred students, and owed this state aid to
the Forrest City School District. Judgment for $80,000 was entered accordingly.

4. This court further ordered that no further transfers should be permitted under
A.C.A. §6-18-206 unless the Arkansas Department of Education shall approve participation and

only after ninety days of giving such intent. (See paragraph 6 of Exhibit 1 to Complaint).
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5. Because there is significant overlap between the issues adjudicated in E-2000-58,
and because it is alleged in the new Complaint that Palestine Wheatley violated the terms and
conditions of the Agreed Order it would promote judicial efficiency and consistency for the
current action to be consolidated with E-2000-58 and Forrest City moves that pursuant to Rule
81 (c) of the Arkansas Rules of Civil Procedure that E-2000-58 be reactivated and consolidated
for disposition with this case.

WHEREFORE, Forrest City prays for an order of this court reactivating E-2000-58 and
consolidating it with the instant action for disposition and for all proper relief.

Respectfully submitted,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
GATES & WOODYARD, P.LL.C,

425 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 1800

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Telephone: (501) 688-88C0

Facsimile: (501) 688-8807
E-mail: sjones@mwlaw.com

s/ M. Samuel Jones
M. Samuel Jones III (76060)

SHARPE, BEAVERS, CLINE & WRIGHT
P.O. Box 924

Forrest City, AR 72336-0924

Telephone: 870-633-3141

Facsimile: 870-633-3594

Email: brbeaversisbeglobal.net

/s/ Brad J. Beavers /{ﬁ/”—

Brad J. Beavers (81012)

s/ R Alan Cline
R. Alan Cline (87035)

Attorneys for Forrest City School District

33075181
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
ST. FRANCIS COUNTY ARKANSAS

FORREST CITY SPECIAL SCHOOL

DISTRICT
. Plaintiffs
v. CaseNo. [, 2 cV -4 ~le0-Y D
PALESTINE-WHEATLEY F l LE '
SCHOOL DISTRICT
iz q w /I-
Defendants BETTE § GREEN, CLERK

ST FRANMG nA Ty
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOT} O REQPEN AND TO CONSOLIDAT
This motion is brought pursuant to the provisions of the Arkansas Rules of Civil
Procedure, particularly Rule 81 (c).
Respectiuily submitted,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,

- GATES & WOODYARD, P.L.L.C.
425 West Capitol Avenue, Suite 1300
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
Telephone: {501) 688-8300
Facsimile: (501) 688-8807

“E-mail: sjonestimwlaw.com

{3/ M. 1 Jon
M. Samuel Jones LI {76060)

SHARPE, BEAVERS, CLINE & WRIGHT
P.O. Box 924

MUY~ Forest i, AR 72536-0524

62CV-14-160  621-52100000386-032 Facsimile: 870-633-3594
FORREST GITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1 Page Email: brbeavers@sbcg]uw
ST. FRANCIS CO  08/22r2014 29.30 AN /s/_Brad J. Beavers 4,7/
CIRCULT COURT F181 Brad J. Beavers (81012) 4
s/ R Alan Cline
R. Alan Cline (87035)
Attorneys for Forrest City School District

1397621 1




