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COUNTERSTATEMENT OF ISSUE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
ON APPEAL AND STATEMENT OF ISSUE PRESENTED
FOR REVIEW ON CROSS-APPEAL

Whether the district court correctly concluded that the School District violated
student Justin Layshock’s First Amendment free-speech rights when it punished
him for a parody profile of his principal that he created and posted on the Internet
while at his grandmother’s house during non-schoo! hours?

Whether the district court committed legal error in concluding that the School
District’s punishment of student Justin Layshock for a parody profile that he
created in the family’s home did not violate his parents’ fundamental right to direct
the upbringing of their children?
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