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Sieven David Stone, P.C.
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Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Thomas I. Cawley, Esq,
Hunton & Williams, L.L.P.

751 Pinpacle Drive. Suite 1700
MelLean, Virginig 22102

Re; Joe Pascals, et al v, Fairfax Cowny Schoof Board, CL 2008-4 186

Thear Counsel:

This matier came berare tiis Court an the Petitiensr™s request for judicial seview of the
Respondent Fairfax County School Boatd's decision approving boundary adjusiraents for Souih
Takes, Oakton, Chantilly, Madison, and Westfield High Schools, Thoreau and Flughes Middie
Sohoots, and Wolfirap and Smmrise Valiey Elementary Schools. The hearing took place on July
3, 2008 at which time each party presented evidance and testimony, At the conclusion of the
koering, the Cowt instructed counsel to gubrait posi-irial memeranda, All axhibits, testimony,
and arguments have now been reviewed and the Court makes the following findings of fact and

conclusions of law.

Petitioners asked the Court, pursnant to Vieginia Code § 22.1-87, to find that the
boundary adjustosent was invelid becauss it wes arbitrary and capricions, an abuse of dizcreifon
and outside the Schoo) Board's authorily. !

! irginia Code § 22.1-87 provides:
Ahy paront, costotian, of lega! puardian of 2 pupd) steading the pubiic ssheols in 2 school divlaion whe s
seprieved by an petian of the achoo! board may, withlt thirly days after such action, petliion e cireuit
court having jurisdiction In the schoe! division to revicw the actiot of the solinal board. Sucl Mview shati
pracesd apoll the petition, the minntes of the meeting 8 which the schoel board's actlon was taken, the
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The Respondent argnad that Petitioners Jack sranding to challenge the boundary
adiysiment decision and moregver have sliowen 1o basis for the Court to overtumn the Bclioo]

Board’s decigion.

The Court must sustain any dcthon of the Sehoal Board wnless the school board exceeded
ite authority, acted arbitrarily o capricipusly, or abused its discretion. Va. Code. § 22.1-87.
Assuming, without deciding, that the Petitioners have standing to bung their clain, the Court
finds that the School Board had aumtbonty to make the bowndery adjuatnents at ssue and fither
that the School Board did not ect arbitearily or capricionsly or abuse i3 discretion. Therefore,
the Court denies the Petition for Review.

Bly. )
Sty e Fecils

Gaylord L. Finch, Ji.

avders, it any, ol e seboo! borrd, an stfemicd copy of the tapsciipt, Famy, o any heegng hefere dig
schoal board, and any otbet avidenee found relevant o the jzsues on appeal by the cowrt. “The action of the
sahool board shall be sustainad wnlzes the School buard exoesdrd its zuthority, asted arblitarily o
eagriciqnaly, or abused itd diroretion,
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