KEITH A. BRADFORD, etal, @ *  INTHE

Plaintiffs, ' * CIRCUIT COURT

v. % FOR
MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF * BALTIMORE CITY, PART 23
EDUCATION .
: ; * Case No.: 24-C-94-340058
Defendant.
% * % * * % * * ) * * *

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This métter coﬁes before the Court on the Maryland State Board of Education’s
(*Defendant™) Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105000),
filed June 19, 2019, Keifh Bradford, et al.’s (“Plaintiffs™) Opposition to Motion to Dismiss
(docket # 00105001), filed August 23, 2019, the Baltimore City Board of School
7 ComnissionerS’ (“City Board”) Response/Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss (docket #
00105004), filed September 17, 2019, Defendant’s Re;ﬂy in Support of Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiffé’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105003), filed October 18, 2019, Plaintiffs’
Sur-reply in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket #
00105006), filed November 18, 2019, and the City Board’s Sﬁr—Reply in Opposition to Motion
to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105007), filed November 18, 2019,
L Facts & Procedural History

On Decembér 7, 1994;_Plaintiffs ﬁlled suit against Deféndant_ alleging that students in the
Baltimore City Public Schools Systém ("BCPSS”) were not receiving an adequate educatibn, as
required under Article VIII of tﬁe Maryland Constitution, due to Defendant’s failure to provide
| adequate funding. The parties entered into a consent decree on November 26, 1996 (“Consent

~ Decree™).




The Consent Decree in relevant parts states:

47. The State shall provide to the Baltimore City Public Schools the
followmg additional funds, subject to appropriation by the General Assembly.
FY 1998 $30 million
FY 1999 $50 million
FY 2000 $50 million
FY 2001 $50 million
FY 2002 $50 million

Consent Decree at 15, § 47.

53. For Fiscal Years 2001 and 2002, the Board may also request funds in
amounts greater than those described in paragraph 47, after the completion of the
interim evaluation described in paragraphs 38 and 39. If the Board requests such
funds, the Bradford plaintifts and Vaughn G. Plaintiffs will be offered an
opportunity to present to the Board and to the State in writing their views on the
request for such funds. The State and the Board may negotiate from April 30,
2000 through June 1, 2000 regarding such requests, and the State and the Board
shall consider the views of the independent consultant and the Plaintiffs in the
Bradford and Vaughn G. cases. If the State and the Board do not reach an
agreement, the Board, on or after June 1, 2000, may seek relief from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City for funding amounts greater than those described in
paragraph 47... ' .

Id. at 16-17, 9 53.

68. This Decree shall be in effect through June 30, 2002, unless the Court
extends the term upon timely motion of one of the parties and upon a showing of
good cause to extend the Decree.

69. The Court retains continuing _}UIISdICthIl during the term of this
Decree to monitor and to enforce compliance with the terms of this Decree.
Except as expressly provided otherwise, any party to this Decree may seek to
enforce the terms of this Decree. Notwithstanding termination of this Decree, the
Court shall retain jurisdiction to resolve any disputes that may have arisen during
the term of this Decree. ' :

1d. at 22-23, 4 68-69.
The City Board filed a petition for further relief requesting an additional $49.7 million for
fiscal vear 2001 on June 9, 2000. .Mem. Op. at 4, June 30, 2000. The Circuit Court determined

that the changes brought about by the Consent Decree resulted in improvements to the



management and instructional programs of Baltimore City schools, buf that the education
'provided remained inadequate due to insufficient funding. /d. at 25. Therefore, the Circuit
Court conclﬁded that additional funding was required to enable the schools to provide an
adequate education. /d. at 26. The State appealed the decision; however, the appeal was
dismissed upon the parties reaching an agreement. Mem. Op. at 10, Aug. 20, 2004.

In respdnse to the 2000 Circuit Court Memorandﬁrn Opinion, the State Legislature
enacted the Bridge to Ex;:ellence in Education Act (“S:B. 8567), in May 2062. Mem. Op. at 3,
12, Aug. 20, 2004. S.B. 856 adopted many recommendations made by the Commission on
Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence, referred to as the “Thornton Commission.” Id. at 3.

The Thormton Commission, and .S‘B‘ 856, recognized the substantial adequacy gap in
Baltimore City, with S.B. 856 declaring a gap of $3,380‘per pupil. Id. at 12. In efforts to close
- the gap, S.B. 856 noted increases in State aid in Baitimore City by approximately $18.7 million
in FY 2003; $28.1 in FYl2004, $68.9 million in FY 2005, $125.5 million in FY 2006, $187.6
million in FY 2007, and $258.6 million in FY 2008. Id. af 13. Additionally, S:B. 856 mandaied
a further adequacy analysis 1o be conducted at the end of the phase in of funding, in 2012. Id. at
14, | |

On May 24, 2002, in anticipation of the termination of judicial supervisioﬁ pursuant to -
the Consenf Decree on June 30, 2002,.the City Boérd and Plaintiffs filed a Joint Motion fér
Extension of Judicial Supervision until such time as the constitutional adequacy of the education
provided by the BCPSS has been remedied. See Mem. Op. at 3, June 25, 2002. Following a

hearing,‘ the Circuit Court concluded that pursuant to pélragraph 68 of the Consent Decree, the
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Court should retain jurisdiction and continue supervision of the matter until such time as the
State has complied with the Court’s 2000 Order. gci. at s.

Plaintiffs filed a Motion for Declaration Ensuring Continued Progress Toward
Compliance with Court Orders in'Juiy 2004. Mem. Op at 4, Aug. 20, 2004. The 2004 Circuit
Court issued anl opinion rendering sixteen declarations. Jd. at 67-70. The first five (5)
declarations address the continuing inadequacy of Baltimofe City schools and failure of the State
to properly fund the schools. Jd. at 67-68. De,cl_ératidn six (6) states:

The Court will continue to retain jurisdiction to ensure compliance with its
orders and constitutional mandates, and to continue monitoring funding and
management issues. When the full funding outlined herein is received, the Court -
will revisit the issue of continuing jurisdiction, and determine whether the
Consent Decree should then be additionally extended for good cause.

Id. at 68. The opinipn of the Circujt Court continued, discussing the steps that had been taken,
admonishing the BCPSS to not reduce opportunities, and declaring that parties with revenue
raising capacity should incfease avajlablé funding. /d. at 68-69. Declarations ten (10), eleven
(11), and thirteen (13) discuss Senate Bill 894, 2004 Md. Laws ch. 148, § 4 (“S.B. 894™) and the
Memorandum of Understanding (“MQU”™) between BCPSS and Baltimore City, both of which
required payment of the $58 million deficit within two years. |

10. To ensure that the necessary operational funding is available for
BCPSS to provide the basic educational programs that have been reduced, the

~ Court declares that S.B. 864°s provision that the BCPSS’ deficit must be
eliminated by the end of fiscal year 2006 is unconstitutional as applied to the
BCPSS.

11. To ensure that necessary opera’uonal funding is available for BCPSS
to provide the basic educational programs that have been reduced, the Court
declares that the MOU’s provision that the BCPSS® deficit must be elunmated by
the end of fiscal year 2006 is null and void as against public policy.

13. Absent additional funding from the State of Maryland, BCPSS shall
not retire the deficit before fiscal year 2008 and BCPSS shall not dedicate more
than $5 million per year toward the creation of a $20 million cash reserve.




Id. at 69. The remaining declarations address Baltimore City’s role in monitoring the BCPSS’s
expenditures and the duty of ‘;he parties to report to the Circuit Court for Baltimore City as to the
status Pf additional funding in the future. Jd. at 69-70. | _

Defendant appeéled the 2004 Circuit Couﬁ Order and the Court of Appeals of Mé.ryland -
granted certiorari prior to proceedings in the Court of Special Ap]ﬁeals. Maryland Sfare Bd. of
Educ. v. Bradford, 387 Md. 353, 382 (2005). The Court of Appeals addressed only four of the
sixteen declarations in the 2004 Meinorandum Opinion, of which the Court then narrowed the
declarations into two appealable issues: Paragraph 1.2 and intertwined Paragraphs 10, 11, ana 13..
Id. at 386-87. It noted that although appealable, Paragraph 12, Which ordered fthat the City be
repaid the $8 million balance of its ldan as scheduled, was not‘ objected to by the State and would
therefore not be considered by the Court of Appeals. /d. at 386. Pa}agraphs 10, 11, and 13 were
determined to be infertvxdned because Paragraphs ”10 and 11 were tile underpinnings for the
difective in Paragraph 13. Id. at 387. Paragraph 10 declared S.B. 894°s provision that the deficit
be eliminated by the end of fiscal year 2006 to 'be unconstitutional, Paragraph 11 stated that the
contractual obligation under the MOU of the BCPSS td eliminate the deficit by F'Y 2006 is null
and void as agaiﬁst public policy, and Pﬁragraph 13 gave the directive that absent additidnal
funding the deficit will not be retired before FY 2008 and the BCPSS shall not dedicate more
than $5 million per year to creating the reserve. Id. at 386-87; Mem. Op. at 69, Aug. 20, 2004.
The Court of Appealsldetermined that the challenged directive, Paragraph 13, as well as its

underpinnings in Paragraphs 10 and 11, were invalid and void. Bradford, 387 Md. at 387. It




declared that no other aspects of the of the August 2004 order, or any other orders, were propetly -
before them at that time. 7d. at 388.

PIaintiffs’ filed the Petition for Further Relief on March 7, 2019. In the Petition,
Plaintiffs allege that State’s violations of Article VIII have been continuous since litigation
commenced in 1994. They aver that the State has halted full funding as required under the
Thornton Commission, resulting in the growth of the adequacy gap.

Defendant filed their Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket #
00105000) on June 19, 2019. On August 23, 2019, Plaintiffs filed their Opposition to Motion to
Dismiss (docket # 00105001). The City Board filed their Response/Opposition to the Motion to
Dismiss (docket # 00105004) on September 17, 2019. Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion
to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105005) was filed on October 18,
2019. Plaintiffs filed their Sur-reply in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for
Further Relief (docket # 00105006) on November 18, 2019 and the City Board filed their Sur-
Reply in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket #
00105007) on November 18, 2019. This Court held a hearing on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105000) on December 10, 2019.
1L Analysis

A. Plaintiff’s Petition is not barred by statute of limitations or laches.

In the Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief, Defendant claims that
relief is barred by applicable statute of limitations and laches.

Defendant alleges that the Petition is barred by the twelve (12) year statute of limitations

on judgments, or, if inapplicable, by the general three (3) year statute of limitations. Def. Mot. to



Dismiss at 33-34. Md. Courts & Judicial Proceedings Art., § 5-102(&1)(3) provides that “[a]n
action on one of the following specialties shall be filed within 12 years after the cause of action
accrues, or within 12 years from the date of the death of the last to die of the principal debtor or
creditor, whichever is sooner . . . Judgment.” However, Plaintiffs Petition requests three types of
relief: a declaratory ruling that the State is violating Article VIII by failing to provide an
adequate education, an injunction ordering the State to comply with the previous orders of the
Court by closing the annual funding gap, and ordering Defendant to develop a plan for
compliance with Article VIII and previous Court orders. Pls. Opp. at 26-27. These requests for
equitablé relief are not subject to statutes of limitations.

Additionally, Defendant clajimed that the Petition was barred by laches based upon the
delay. Def. Mot. to Dismiss ét 34-38. Laches is a defense in equity against stale claims. Ross v.
State Bd. of Elections, 387 Md. 649, 668 (2005). As such, laches applies only in cases where
there is an unreasonable delay and the delay results in prejudice to the opposing party. Frederick
Road Lid. P’ship v. Brown & Sturm, 360 Md. 76, 117 (2000). Here, the réquested reliefis of an
equitable nature, yet laches is inapplicable. Where a party seeks primary relief of a simple
declaration, there will be no time bar to that cause of action. Murray v. Midland Funding, LLC,
233 Md. App. 254,261 (2017).

Even if léches does apply to the relief requested, the defense would not bar the Petition.
First, Defendant must show that there was an unreasonable or impermissible delay in asserting
the claim. Courts look to “the motivations of the parties” and consequences of permitting or
precluding the suit in determining whether the delay was unjustifiable and inexcusable. Stare
Cir., LLCv. Lexington Charles Ltd. P'ship, 438 Md. 451, 608 (2014). Here, Plaintiffs have
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continued to raise the issue of inadequate funding through numerous methods over the yeé.rs.
See P1. Opp. at 35-39. Therefore, Pl'aintiffé.were not sitting idly as time passed allowing for a
defense of laches. |

A;lditipﬁétlly, the delay that did occur in filing did not p'rej_udice the Defendant. The
second prdng of laches requires a showing of prejudice to thé opposing party because of the
unreasonable delay. Frederick Road Lid. P ‘ship, 360 Md at 1177. Mere passage of time is not
enough torconstitute prejudice. Jones v. State, 445 Md. 324, 33 9-40 (2015). Defendantis -
required to show in what specific way theif case has actualiy been damaged by the delay of
Plaintiffs. Id. Defendant alleges that its case was prejudiced by a delay in filing because of
faded memories, specifically those of former Superintendent Nancy Grasmick. Def. Mot. to
Dismiss at 37-38.. However, “m.emory problems alone do not establish . . . that he has been
prejudiced.” State v. Christian, 463 Md. 647, 654 (2019). Therefore, men_iory iosé ofa witnes;%
to previous inadequacies of state funding of BCPSS would not be sufﬁcient prejudice to bar the
Petition.

As Defendant cannot meet the burden,'Plaintiff's’ Petition is not barred by statute of
limitations or laches. | |

B. Plaintiff’s Petition is authorized by the Consent Decree entered November 26, 1996.
Defendant alleges in their Motion to. Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief that

the Petition is not authorized By the 1996 Consent Decree. As a final judgement, the Defendant

- alleges that the Consent Decree controls the proper disposition of the case, cannot be modified,

and as written does not allow for this remedy. Def. Mot. to Dismiss at 38-42.



The Consent Decree is a binding contract and judgment; however, there is no need to
modify the terms to find authorization within the Consent Decree. The Consent Decree
specifically derives certain authorizations. .

[T]he Board may also request funds in amounts greater than those
described in paragraph 47. . .

Consent Decree at 16, 1 53.

If the State and the Board do not reach an agreement, the Board, on or
after June 1, 2000, may seek relief from the Circuit Court for Baltimore City for
funding amounts greater than those described in paragraph 47...

Consent Decree at 17, § 53.

This Decree shall be in effect through June 30, 2002, unless the Court
extends the term upon timely motion of one of the parties and upon a showmg of
good cause to extend the Decree.

Consent Decree at 22-23, 7 68.

This Court retains continuing jurisdiction during' the term of this Decree to -
monitor and to enforce compliance with the terms of this Decree. Except as . '
expressly provided otherwise, any party to this Decree may seek to enforce the
terms of this Decree. Notwithstanding termination of this Decree, the Court shall
retain jurisdiction to resolve any disputes that may have arisen during the term of

‘this Decree.

Consent Decree at 23, 7 69.

‘Defendant avers that the Consent Decree terminated in 2002. However, the terms of the
Consent Decree includes references to “amounts greater than” and “on or after.” See Consent
Decree at 16-17, § 53.  Additionally, the 2002 Memorandum Opinion and Order issued by Judge
Joseph H.H. Kaplan, lengthens the timeframe of judicial supervision until such time as
compliance with the 2000 Order. Mem. Op. at 5, June 30, 2002. This Court retains jurisdiction

under the terms of the Consent Decree. In fact, Defendant’s position was rejected by Judge
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Kaplan in this case. See generally Mem. Op. June 30, 2000; Mer. Op. June 25, 2002; Mem. Op.
Aug. 20, 2004. This Court retains jurisdiction under the terms of the Consent Decree.
VC._ The issues pres.eni.:ed in Plaintiff’s Petition are not non-justiciable issues.

Defendant alleged in their Moﬁon to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief that
the issues raised in the Petition are non-justiciable issues becausé ﬁindiﬁg for public schools is
authority left to thé political branches of government. De£ Mot. to Dismiss at 51. Determining
whether an issue 1s a non-justiciable political ciuestion iequires answéring two questions:
“‘Whefher the claim presented and the relief sought are of the type which admit of judicial |
resolution” and second, whether the structure of government “renders the issue a political
question—that i‘s, a question which is not justiciable in federal [of State] court because Qf the
separation of powers provided by the Constitution.’” Estate of Burris v. State, 360 Md. 721,
744-45 (2000) (citing Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 486, 516-17 (1969). The politic._al'
question doctrine is applied narrowly, constraining review by the courts only _Where actions “are
not within the express purview of the textually d'emonstrablé constitutional commitment.” Jones
b Anne Arundel Cl’y., 432 Md. 386, 400-01 (2013). Deféndant claims that the issue of school
funding fails under the second element as a political question because it is a violation of the
separétion of powers. Def. Mot. to Dismiss at 52. |

Judicial re‘viewrof consﬁtutiqnal violations, such.as violationsiéf Article VIII of the
Maryland Constitution’s right to an adequate education, are not prohibited by separation of
POWers. Defenciant alleges that Piaintiffs are askjng the judiciary to partake in matters that are
under the sole authority of the legislative and executive branches. Def. Mot. to Dismiss at 54.

However, the Maryland courts maintain an inherent authority to review constitutional adequacy.
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Indéed, “executive and l.egislative budget authority is subject t,o constitutioﬁal limitations.”
Ehrlz‘;h v, Pefez’, 394 Md. 691, 736 (2006) (ciring Judy V. Schaefer, 331 Md. 239, 266 (1993).
Therefore, review of adequacy of funding of public education in Maryland is within the purview
of the Maryland Judiciary, though the actual appropriation of funds is the duty of other branches
of ‘goVemment.

Defendant previously aileged here that the issues of adequacy of funding were non-
justiciable political ciuesﬁons. Authority of the judilciary to weigh in on the issue of sufficiency
of fundiﬁé for education was previously argued before both the Circuit Court for Baltimore City
and the Court of Appeals of Maryland. See generally Mem. Op. June 30, 2000; Mem. Op. June
- 25,2002; Mem. Op. Aug. 20, 2004; Maryland State Bai of Educ. . Bmdford, 387 Md. 353
(2005). Defendant’s position is deficient in light of thé history of this matter.

.D. Plaintiff’s Petition is not precluaed by sovereign immunity.

Finally, Defendanf claims that i:he Plaintiffs’ Peﬁtion for Further Relief is barred by
.s'overeign immunity. The doctrine of sovereign 1mmumty shields the State, absent direct waiver
of the General Assembly, from actions for monetary daniages. Rodriguez v. Cooper, 458 Md.
4425, 451 (2018). The protection provided by sovereign immunity extends only to actions
seeking monetary damages. Here, as discussed supra Section II, A, the primary relief req.uested
by Plaintiffs is of equitablé nature. The requestéd relief referenced by Defendant in alleging the
bar of sove;eign Immunity is merely a declargtion that Defendant may be subject to monetary
sanctions if they fail to coinply with the orders of this Court. Plaintiffs’ Petition is not barred by
the doctrine of sdvel;eign immunity.

I11. ° Conclusion
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For the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further
Relief (docket # 00105000), ﬁled June 19, 2019, be, and the same is, hereby DENIED; and it is
further

ORDERED th;lt parties shall confer and provide a proposed scheduling order to this
Coutt within thirty (30) days from the; fiate of this Order.

IT IS SO ORDERED, this M day of January, 2020.

REY J.5. CARRION
AUD Part 23

Judge's Signature appears ofl . original document

Judge Audrey J.S. Carrion
Case No.: 24-C-94-340058

CC:

Elizabeth A. McCallum, Esq.,
Baker & Holstetler, LLP

1050 Connecticut Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20036
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Deborah A. Jeon, Esq.,

American Civil Liberties Union Foundation of American
3600 Clipper Mill Road, Suite 350

Baltimore, Maryland 21211

Attorney for Plaintiffs

Ajmel Quereshi, Esq.,
Cara McClellan, Esq.,
Sherrilyn Ifill, Esq., - T

NAACP Legal Defense Fund T Y
700 14™ Street, NW, 6% Floor s
Washington, DC 20005
Attorneys for Plainiiffs

Steven M. Sullivan, Esq.,
Elizabeth M. Kameen, Esq.,
Elliot L. Schoen, Esq.,
Assistant Attorneys General
200 Saint Paul Place, 19® Floor
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Autorneys for Defendant Maryland State Board of Education
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Warren N. Weaver, Esq.,

[lana Subar, Esq.,

Whiteford, Taylor & Preston, LLP

7 Saint Paul Street, Suite 1500

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Attorneys for Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners

Sent via U.S. Mail
Case No.: 24-C-94-340058
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KEITH A, BRADFORD, et al., * IN THE

Plaintiffs, ® CIRCUIT COURT
v, ¥* FOR
MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF * BALTIMORE CITY, PART 23
EDUCATION -
* Case No.: 24-C-94-340058
Defendant.
w* W g = = w ¥ ® * * = 3 w w®

ORDER

Upon consideration of the Maryland State Board of Education’s (“Defendant”™) Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105000), filed June 19, 2019, Keith
Bradford, et al.’s (“Plaintiffs”) Opposition to Motion to Dismiss (docket # 00105001), filed '
August 23, 2019, the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners’ (“City Board”)
Response/Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss (docket # 00105004), filed September 17, 2019,
Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion fo Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket
# 00105005), filed October 18, 2019, Plaintiffs” Sur-reply in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief (docket # 00105006), filed November 18, 2019, City
Board’s Sur-Reply in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief
(docket # 00105007), filed November 18, 2019, the arguments presented at the hearing held
before the undersigned on December 10, 2019, wherein Plainﬁffs, Defendant, and the City Board
were represented by counsel, the record herein, and in accordance with the reasoning contained
in the Memorandum Opinion issued on even date, it is this M’Hday of January, 2020, by the
Circuit Court for Baltimore City, Part 23, hereby |

ORDERED that Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Petition for Further Relief

(docket # 00105000), filed June 19, 2019, be, and the same is, hereby DENIED; and it is further




ORDERED that parties shall confer and provide a proposed scheduling order to this

Court within thirty (30) days from the date of this Order.

AUDREY J.S. CARRION

Pari 23

Judge’s Signature appsars on the original document

Judge Audrey J.S. Carrién
Case No.: 24-C-94-340058

CC:

Blizabeth A. McCallum, Esq.,
Baker & Holstetler, LLP

1050 Connecticut Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20036
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Deborah A. Jeon, Esq.,

American Civil Liberties Union Foundation of American
3600 Clipper Mill Road, Suite 350

Baltimore, Maryland 21211

Attorney for Plaintiffs

Ajmel Quereshi, Esq.,
Cara McClellan, Esq.,
Sherrilyn Ifil], Esq.,

NAACP Legal Defense Fund {
700 14™ Street, NW, 6% Floor P

Washington, DC 20003
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Steven M. Sullivan, Esq.,

Elizabeth M. Kameen, Esq.,

Elliot L. Schoen, Esq.,

Assistant Attorneys General

200 Samnt Paul Place, 19" Floor

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Attorneys for Defendant Maryland State Board of Education

Warren N. Weaver, Esq.,

[lana Subar, Esq.,

Whitsford, Taylor & Preston, LLP

7 Saint Paul Street, Suite 1500

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 _
Attorneys for Baltimare City Board of School Commissioners

Sent via U.S. Mail
Case No.: 24-C-94-340058



