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MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

Before the Court are Defendants’ Motion for Hearing, filed January 9, 2003; Plaintiffs’
Supplemental Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Defendants’ Post-Trial
Proposed Findings of Fact, Defendants’ Post-Trial Proposed Conclusions of Law, Plaintiffs’
Responses to the Court’s Questions at Conclusion of Hearing, and Defendants’ Response to
Court’s Post-Trial Questions, all filed April 25, 2003; and related pleadings.'

On March 24-31 and April 7-10, 2003, the Court held an evidentiary hearing on the
Motion for Hearing and to Dismiss, filed January 9, 2003, by Defendant Dallas Independent
School District (“DISD”). For the reasons set forth in this opinion the Court concludes that the
Motion to Dismiss should be granted.

L Background

A. History of DISD Desegregation Litigation

At the time of the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S.
483 (1954) public schools in Texas were segregated by law. Although Brown mandated
desegregation, for many years efforts toward compliance with the Supreme Court decision were
almost non-existent and grudging at best.’

In October 1970 Plaintiff Sam Tasby filed this suit against DISD on behalf of his
children, Eddie Mitchell Tasby and Philip Wayne Tasby, African American students in the
DISD. Mr. Tasby’s children were being required to ride city buses past a nearby “white school”

to attend distant “black schools” in West Dallas. (Tasby, V. 7 at 5). Other African Americans

'As used in this Opinion, the word “Plaintiffs” includes the Intervenor Black Coalition to
Maximize Education.

’DISD’s pre-1970 desegregation litigation is summarized in this Court’s 1981 Opinion, Tasby v.
Wright, 520 F.Supp. 683, 687 (N.D. Tex. 1981). See also Tasby v. Woolery, 869 F.Supp. 454, 456 (N.D.
Tex. 1994).





















































































































