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district as that phrase is used in § 10-47c." Id. at 621.

Next, the Supreme Court determined that § 1O-47c does not provide the sale procedure

for amendment to the terms of the plan, and that there are areas other than those specifically

excluded which were also intended to be excepted from its provisions. Id. at 622. One ofthese is

the specific provision in § 10-47c for the approval of bond issues. Id.

Finally, the court stated:

The removal from the coverage of § 10-47c of those "terms
of the plan" relating to the facilities to be provided by the
region and estimates of their cost, when combined with the
four specific exceptions found in the statute itself, leaves
some question as to what remains within its coverage. Clearly,
those recommendations ofthe study committee which concern
the size of the regional board, and the number of representatives
from each town on the board, can only be altered in accordance
with § 10-47c. That the extraordinary requirement of approval
by a plurality in each town is a prerequisite to such fundamental
changes is not surprising, since such changes directly affect the
voting rights of each individual elector. Other matters of
fundamental importance, such as the formation or dissolution
ofa regional district; §§ 10-45, 1O-63a; the expansion ofa district;
§ 10-47b (b); or the admission ofa new town into the district,
§§ 10-39, 10-45; similarly require a plurality approval by each town
involved. We conclude that § 1O-47c applies only to fundamental
amendments of the terms of the plan, and does not apply to the
issuance of bonds for the construction of new facilities. rd. at 623.

In AMood the court recognized that there is "some question" as to what remains within

the coverage of § 10-47c after the four specific exceptions are removed. The court mentions two

items which remain: the recommendations of the study committee which concern the size of the

regional board, and the number of representatives from each town on the board. Id. Perhaps

there are more areas but the court does not identify them specifically. The only guidance offered
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as to the nature of these other areas is that they would "directly affect the voting rights of each

individual elector". [d. We must conclude from this that the denial of the "extraordinary

requirement of approval by a plurality in each town" of the proposal to build a new high school

in Southbury is not one of those unspecified areas which "directly affect the voting rights of each

individual elector."

The plaintiffs reconfiguration of the grades at the two elementary schools is not like a

proposal to change the size of the regional board or a proposal to change the number of

representatives from each town on the board. These amendments could have the direct affect of

diluting the voting power of individual electors. Here, the plaintiffs reconfiguration of the

grades, like the proposal to issue bonds for a new high school, will have no direct affect on the

voting rights of individual electors.

It is certainly true that the grade changes made by the defendant are significant. The

additional busing and schedule changes will impact the school children and their families in

significant ways. But, in this context, "significant" is not the same as "fundamental importance."

First, it is not clear that the change even conflicts with the language of the Regional Plan. The

Plan recommends: "That Grades K through 5 be housed in elementary school buildings in

Bethlehem and Woodbury." Strictly speaking, that is still true. Both schools remain elemcntary

schools] Grades K through 5 are still housed in the elementary school buildings in Bethlehem

and Woodbury.

3According to Webster's Third International Dictionary, "elementary school" means: "A
school in which elementary subjects (as reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic) are taught to
children from about six to about twelve years of age which in the U.S. covers the first six or eight
years."
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But, even if the language of the Regional Plan means that both buildings must contain all

of the K-5 grades, the change made by the defendant is not a fundamental amendment of the

Regional Plan because it does not directly affect the voting rights of each individual voter. For

this reason, the defendant was not required to amend the Regional Plan by referenda in each

town. The action of the defendant falls squarely within the mandate ofC.G.S. § 10-220 (a) that

boards of education "... shall designate the schools which shall be attended by the various

children within the school district." It is not for this court to determine whether it would have

been wiser for the defendant to readjust the boundary line between the two schools in order to

ease the perceived overcrowding of Mitchell Elementary School.

For these reasons, judgment shall enter in favor of the defendant.

BY THE COURT,
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hn W. PIckard
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