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the United States Distri

For Plaintiffs mApp ellants: NNIFER L. ZITO, Law Offices of Jennifer L. Zito,

Meriden, Conn.

THOMAS B. YORK, The York Legal Group, LLC,

For Defendants-Appellees:
| Harri sburgﬁ Pa.

ON of the a?p mi fm th@ Umwd

Plaintiffs-Appellants, two disabled adults represented by their mother, appeal a ruling of

' ng thﬁ Pdl

Burns, J.) modify

consent decree and authorizing Defendants-Appellees to appoint a new independent advocate for

OUn app eal, Appellants assert th at that the District Court (1) used the w

Appellants. rong standard
to determine whether the modifications were proper, (2) erred in finding under the standard it

used that the modifications were warrai sdiction to

ted, and (3) lacked subject matter juri

authorize the Appellees to remove the advocate. We assume the parties’ familiarity with

facts a

nd procedural history of the case.

We conclude that the District Court d} d not err on ar

'y of the grounds Appellants raise.

The consent decree provides that the District Court “shall retain jurisdiction over this dispute to

oversee implementation of this Consent Decree, to enforce its provisions and to enter such other

%

ther orders as the court

and furt deems necessary.

Ehg pi&in . guag@ @f th@ consent d@@ff@@g

the District Court was authorized to grant the Appellees’ motion to appoint a new advocate.
need not decide which standard is appropriate for modifying consent decrees under the

imdicate

district Court

circumstances of this case because the

uncontested facts established by the Ds

that the modifications would have been appropriate under any of the standards suggested by the
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We have considered all of Appellas

its” claims, and we find them to be without merit.

A

istrict Court is AF

Accordingly, the ruling of the D

OR THE COUR

6 - Catherine O’Hagan Wolfe, Clerk of the Court -
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