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Defendants.

PLAINTIFFS LIDDELL, CALDWELL AND
CITY BOARD'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION
TO MOTION OF CITY OF ST. LOUIS TO SET ASIDE
ORDER (H(2276)83) APPROVING NOTICE TO CLASS
MEMBERS, TO ORDER SUPPLEMENTATION OF
SUCH NOTICE, AND TO RESET FAIRNESS HEARING
In relevant part,l the City of St. Louis' motion challenges the Notice to Class
Members of a Proposed Settlement in the St. Louis School Desegregation Case on the
grounds that the language pertaining to the Settlement Agreement's funding provisions
is ". . . misleading, inaccurate and does not fairly apprise the members of the classes
of the terms of the proposed settlement agreement pertaining to funding of the proposed
plan . . ." (Motion of City of St. Louis, ete., paragraph number 4). More specifically,
the City of St. Louis contends that because the plan provides for funding "by such

combination of additional State funding and a tax rate increase in the City of St. Louis

as shall be ordered by the court” and the district court has not entered an order either

IThe City of St. Louis' motion to set aside Order H(2276)83, ete. references
its informal attempts to obtain information from various parties, which efforts have
no apparent relevance to its position vis a vis the subject Notice and are not treated
further herein. See, motion of City of St. Louis numbered paragraphs 7 and 8 on pages
2 and 3 and the two attachments affixed thereto.







