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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

OLP WASHINGtON DIVIS!ON 
No. 6;69-CV-702~H 

RONDA EVERETT , MELISSA GRIMES, 
CAROLINE SCTTON, and CHRISTOPHER 
W. TAYLOR, 'next friends of minor 
children attending Pitt County 
schools I ar.,d THE PIT'!' COUNTY 
COALITION FOR EDUCATING BLACK 
CHILDREN, 

FlaintiffS , 

v 

JUVENILE FEMALE 1 and THE 
GREENVILLE PARENTS ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs-Intervenors, 

v. 

THE PITT CCUNTY aOARP OF 
EDDCATION, pubiic body 
corporate, 

Lefendant. 
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ORDER 

I4J 002/0 07 

This action originated in two separate suits filed against 

the Greenville City Board of Education and the Pitt County Board 

of Educati .)n during the 19606. The suits sought racial 

desegregation of the two public school districts located within 

I?itt Count)', North Carolina. In July 1970, Judge John D. 

Larkins r Jr' r rejected proposed desegregation plans submitted by 

the two school boards, concluding that the proposed plans would 
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continue the operation of racially identifiable schools. Judge 

Larkins ordered @ach of ths scheol boards to submit amended 

desegregation plans that would remedy the racial imbalance 

extant withi~ the schools. Judge Larkins subsequently approved 

the amended desegregation plans, and the actions were removed 

from the pending docket and administratively closed, subject to 

being reopen~d. 

The actions ~emained do~mant for over thirty-five years 

until the elementary schools located within the City of 

Greenville were redistricted for the 2 006 ~ 20 07 academic year. 

In February 2006, plaintiffs-intervenors filed a complaint with 

the Office for Civil Rights, United States Department of 

Education, alleging that the 2006 - 2007 student assignment plan 

adopted by t;he Pi t t County Board of Education ("School Board") 1 

was unconstitutional because it was based on race. 

Pursuant to a settlement with the Office for Civil Rights, 

the School E,oard, on March 18, ;ZOOS, filed a motion to reopen 

the case involving the Greenville City schools in order to seek 

jUdicial app:roval of the 2006-2007 student assignment plan and 

school attendance area policy, as well as its September 2007 

revisions I~O Policy 10,107 (School Attendance Areas) . 

lThe Gr'~enville City Schools and Pitt County Schools were 
merged by th~ North Carolina Gener~l Assembly, effective July 1, 
1986 . The :wo school boards were abol ished and replaced by a 
consolidated Pitt County Board of Education. H.R. 1497, 19B5 
Gen. Assem., Reg. Sess. (N.C, 1986). 
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According to the School Board, the 2006-2007 plan used satellite 

school districts and racial balancing ratios in an effort to 

reduce the racial isolation of elementary schools in the former 

Greenville C,Lty school district, In September 2007, the School 

Board revis~d its school atcendance area policy to replace 

racial diver,')ity goals with non-racial factors, such as student 

~chievement and socio-economic status, because the 2006-2007 

student ass:.gnment plan had failed to produce the desired 

effects of i~proving student diversity and academic performance. 

On July 3, 2008, plaintiffs-intervenors filed a motion asking 

the court tc deny the School Board'S motion and to declare the 

Pitt County Schools unitary and nO longer subject to this 

court's 1970 ,desegregation orders. 

_ On July 9, 2008, this court reopened and consolidated the 

school dese~regation cases, The court entered a scheduling 

order on Oct~ber 6, 2008, requiring that discovery be completed 

by June 21, 2009, that mediation be held in January or February 

2009, and th~t dispositive motions be filed by July 21, 2009 . 

......... The par'ties have since advised the court they have reached 

a settlement as to all matters in dispute, and t.hey seek court 

approval of the settlement. ·As part of their settlement 

agreement, the School Board has agreed to provide plaintiffs 

with certa ,.n non-personally identifiable data concerning 

students anel teachers to the extent disclosure is allowed by 
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federal and ~tate law. The school Board has further agreed to 

involve plaintirfs and plaintiffs-intervenors in the planning 

and di5cusfl ion stages of the next student assignment plan _ In 

exchange, pl;\intiffs-intervenors have agreed to withdraw their 

motion for ~nitary status declaration and to consent to the 

entry of an order granting the School Board's motion for court 

approval of its 2006-2007 student assignment plan and r.evised 

policy 10.10"' (School Attendance Areas) . 

The court has carefully considered the parties' settlement 

agreement anj finds it to be fair and reasonable. The School 

l,oard's adoption of the 2006-2007 student assignment plan and 

revised poli:cy 10.107 were undertaken by the School Board in 

good faith r;:ompliance of the remedial plans approved by this 

court's 1970 desegregation orders. Accordingly, the court 

grants the parties' request for approval of the 2006-2007 

student assignment plan and revised policy 10.107. 

Althoug:1 the parties have not requested the court to lift 

the 1970 de$egregation orders, the court posits whether it is 

time to do so. When this action was initiated, racial 

seg~egation in housing, transportation, education, employment 

and facilitjes was widespread. The Greenville City Board of 

education operated a dual, segregated school system with 

separ~te sc~ools for blacks and whites. The desegregation 

orders at issue here came on the heels of the civil rights 

4. 
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movement of ':he 1950s and 1960s and the assaSSination of Martin 

Luther King, Jr. In addi tion, there have been changes in the 

r.acial composition of the student population. In 1970, for 

example, 65% of the elementary students attending city schools 

were white and 35% were black. By 2005, black enrollment in the 

city schools had increa:sed to 56%, whereas the number of white 

students had decreased to 44%. See Freeman v. Pitts, 503 O.S. 

467, 493 (19<'92) (holding that school districts have no duty to 

remedy raci~l imbalance caused by demographic facto~$ once 

desegregation has been accomplished and de jure discrimination 

eliminated) . 

Simply ;>ut , the world we live in today is far dHferent 

than what existed at the time this court ordered desegregation 

of the Gre@t:vi11e City and pitt County schools . At the time , 

judicial intervention was needed to eliminate 

unconstitutional de jure system; but it was not int@nded to be 

permanent. " [L] oeal autonomy of school districts is a vital 

national tradition." Dayton Bd. of Educ. v. B~inkman, 433 U.S. 

406, 410 (19'77); see also ~illiken v . . l.3_radley, 418 U.S. 717, 741 

(1974) ("No single tradition in public education is more deeply 

rooted than local control over the operation of sChools.D). 

"R0c:urning schools to the contr-ol of local authorities at the 

earllest prqcticable date lS essent.ial to restore their true 

accountability in our governmental system." Freeman, 503 U.S. 
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at 490. It is time for the Schoal Board to follow course and 

fulfill its obligation to attain uni tary status so that it may 

r eclaim complete control over its schools. 

Accordi:1.g1y, the court APPROVES the parties' settlement and 

CRANTS the .;chool Board's motion for judicial approval of its 

2006-2007 s~udent assignment plan and revised Policy 10.107 

\:l E #23J The court ORDERS the parties to work toward attaining 

un itary stat,us sO that the court may relinquish jurisdiction 

over th i s case and restore to the School Board full 

responsibility for the operation of its SChools. The court 

furt her ORDERS the parties to SUbmit , on or before December 31 , 

2 01 2, a repc r t detailing the School BOard's efforts and progress 

i~ achieving unitary status and eliminating the vestiges of past 

d i scrimination to the extent practicable. 

All renaining motions are DISMISSED as moot. This Case 

shall be ad~inistrat ively closed , subject to being reopened upon 

motion of any party to this action and upon filing of the 

parties' report. 

This 4th day of November 2009. 

Senior United States District Judge 

At Greenv ille, NC 
#31 
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