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appropriate public education have not been met in Prince William County. And it has failed to 
hear that large segments of Prince William County administrators are more concerned about 
tranquility and the status quo than about education, equality, and accountability. And so in a 
real sense the discontentment of the  family and the terse language of their advocate 
are caused by Prince William County’s “winters of delay”. And as long as Prince William 
County Administration postpones justice and meaningful remediation, we stand in the position 
of having these recurrences of IDEA and ADA violations over and over again. Social justice, 
accountability, remediation, and progress are the absolute guarantors of parental discontent 
prevention3. 
 
However, time is of the essence.  only has 3.5 years left before finishing high 
school and Prince William County has made no articulable efforts to ensure social justice, 
accountability, remediation, and progress moving forward, much less any guarantee of FAPE. 
Until this changes,  should be placed in private placement at the public 
expense of Prince William County Schools.  
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration, understanding, and for upholding the law and the 
United States Constitution,  
 
 
 
Dr. Kimberly Mehlman-Orozco 
 
 
  

 
3 Adopted from Martin Luther King Jr. Speech—“The Other America” April 1967 at Stanford University.  
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Overview 
 
According to legal authorities4, to prove that FAPE was not received, typically one might 
consider the following aspects: 
 

I. Inadequate Individualized Education Program (IEP): An IEP that does not 
adequately address the student's specific educational needs, lacks measurable goals, 
or is not properly implemented can be a sign that FAPE was not provided. 

II. Lack of Appropriate Services or Supports: If the school fails to provide necessary 
services or supports that are critical for the student to access and benefit from 
education, this can indicate a failure to provide FAPE. 

III. Failure to Implement the IEP as Written: Even if an IEP is appropriately designed, 
failure to implement it as written can result in a denial of FAPE. 

IV. Inadequate Progress Monitoring: Failure to adequately monitor and report on a 
student's progress can indicate that the education provided is not meeting the 
student's needs, thus failing to provide FAPE. 

V. Disciplinary Actions that Limit Access to Education: Excessive disciplinary actions, 
especially those that remove a student with disabilities from their educational 
setting, can be evidence that the student is not receiving FAPE. 
 

In the case of  the family has proven well beyond a preponderance of 
the evidence that the Prince William County Individualized Education Plan was inadequate. 
Namely: 

I.  IEP did not adequately address her specific educational needs; 
II.  IEP lacked measurable goals; and 
III.  IEP was not properly implemented. 

 
Demonstrably and admittedly by PWCS, her school failed to provide necessary services and 
supports that were critical for  access and benefit from education. Additionally, the IEP 
was not implemented as written and her progress (or lackthereof) was not adequately monitored 
by her case manager.  
 
In response to the clear and consistent denial of FAPE, the  family documented a host of 
concerns, which required remediation, and communicated their intent to remove  from 
PWCS well in advance of the 10-day deadline. Instead of remediating any of the issues, Prince 
William County issued a Prior Written Notice (PWN) refusing each and every request of the 
family, thereby entitling the  to reimbursement for private placement.  
 

 
4 For examples, see Appendix A.  
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As a part of their concerning pattern and practice, Prince William County regularly denies parent 
concerns and then gaslights and victim blames the parents for PWCS wrongdoing. In fact, PWCS 
has demonstrably even denied VDOE concerns and attempted to gaslight and blame VDOE for 
attempting to hold PWCS accountable for PWCS wrongdoing. This, in our constitutionally 
protected opinion, narcissistic behavior is absolutely unconscionable and demonstrates the 
recalcitrant refusal of PWCS to remediate in a meaningful way.  
 
Like VDOE and many other parents, the  do not expect PWCS to be perfect, but there is 
a reasonable expectation to, without unnecessary delay, remediate mistakes and prevent their 
reoccurrence. Instead, PWCS has dug their heels in and remained steadfast in their adoption of 
the “Narcissist Prayer” response: 
 

1. PWCS will deny the violation; 
2. If the violation can’t be denied, PWCS will diminish the severity of the violation; 
3. If the violation severity can’t be denied, PWCS will claim they weren’t responsible for 

the violation; 
4. If PWCS can’t deny the severity and responsibility of the violation, PWCS will claim it 

was unintentional; and 
5. If PWCS can’t deny the severity, responsibility, or intentionality of the violation, PWCS 

will victim-blame the parents or the child, claiming the violation was deserved. 
 
For any so-called educational institution to behave in this fashion is, in our opinion, abhorrent, 
especially when some of the violations of law are blatant and have such a negative impact on the 
educational, social, and emotional well-being of many children, including   
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DENIAL OF FAPE ADMITTED BY PWCS 
 
Even with all of the deception through incredulous testimony and withholding of responsive 
documents, Prince William County essentially concedes that their actions were NOT in 
compliance with the law. For example: 
 
504 and IEP fails to adequately address the student's specific educational needs 
 

 is a student with a lifelong condition5 that results in repeated and intermittent absences 
from school. However, despite the attendance issues and their effect on her education, Prince 
William County repeatedly failed to incorporate a homebound and/or homebased provision that 
adequately addressed  specific educational needs in her 504 plan or in her IEP.  
 
Teachers repeatedly documented the impact of her medical condition on her education. 
 
For example: 
 

1. On February 28, 2022, in the Teacher Education Report,  Creative 
Writing teacher Mrs. Champion wrote, “Unfortunately,  absences have made it 
difficult for her to catch up in creative writing.”6 

2. On March 9, 2022, in the Teacher Education Report,  Math teacher 
Mrs. Dorsey wrote, “However, due to her extended absences there are some objectives 
that  has not been able to show mastery of at this time.”7 

3. On March 9, 2022, in the Teacher Education Report,  Science teacher 
Mr. Maneno wrote, “  misses a lot of school due to health issues.”8 

4. On March 10, 2022, in the Teacher Education Report,  Language Arts 
teacher Mrs. Branchetti wrote, “I have exempted her from some formative and 
ungraded assignments due to her numerous absences.”9 

 
This is also documented via repeated verbal requests in the recorded IEP meetings, as well as in 
a doctor letter dated 2/16/2023, which was shared by the school. Therein, Dr. Russow writes, 
“  will need intermittent homebound written into her IEP before she returns so that a plan is 
already in place and service won’t be delayed when she is absent due to her illness.”10 
However,  did not have any provision for homebased services written into her 504 plan 
form September 14, 2021 to January 23, 202211. An allotment for up to three hours following 
three consecutive absences was provided via word document on January 24, 202212. Despite 

 
5 See PWCS Binder VI, Exhibit 119, Page 148.  
6 PWCS Volume I, Exhibit 11, Page 035. 
7 PWCS Volume I, Exhibit 11, Page 041. 
8 PWCS Volume I, Exhibit 11, Page 055. 
9 PWCS Volume I, Exhibit 11, Page 039. 
10 PWCS Volume II Exhibit 65, Page 006 
11 PWCS Binder Volume 1, Exhibit 5, Page 005.  
12 PWCS Binder Volume II, Exhibit 40, Pages 003-004..  
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IF “writing samples” were used in combination with rubrics, then “Checklist” and “Class work” 
or “other” should have been checked off in the IEP, not “written reports.” However, given the 
Subpoena Duces Tecum and the failure of PWCS to provide any checklist, rubric, class work, 
writing sample, or written report, it is suspected that IEP was not implemented as written and this 
measurable goal was never properly measured. Moreover, the goal is likely unmeasurable as 
written.  
 
Prior to the issuance of the subpoena, which was not fully complied with, Mrs.  
repeatedly asked for these documents, but they were never provided. For example, during the 
August 9th IEP meeting, Dr. Mehlman-Orozco asked Mrs. Graham to provide copies of the 
writing samples, she replied 
 
“Yes, well, whatever we’re able to access from the case manager, we will put together26.” 
 
These documents were never provided.  
 
Similarly, the checklists for Measurable Goal #227, the tallies and observation notes for 
Measurable Goal #328, the tests and quizzes for Measurable Goal #429, and the tallies for 
Measurable Goal #530 were repeatedly requested and subpoenaed but never provided. This 
suggests that they were never used as the basis for evaluating  progress or were spoliated 
to conceal the issues regarding the immeasurability of these poorly constructed goals.  
 
Even PWCS staff concede that these goals are not clearly worded as written. For example, 
during the August 9th IEP meeting, when discussing the so-called “measurable goals” Special 
Education Teacher John Treadwell conceded,  
 
“I’m just letting you know it’s not possible with the way it’s written.”31 
 
At no point during the 3-hour August 9th IEP or during the four day due process hearing did any 
Prince William County Employee coherently describe how these goals are measurable as written, 
much less correlating them with  educational need.  
 
Moreover, given the lack of instruction, the majority of  assignments were not completed 
in a timely manner or at all and therefore resulted in inadequate progress monitoring. For 
example: 
 

1. In March of 2022, with three months left in the school year,  had been absent for 
30 days and the teacher Language Arts teacher reported, “I have limited data on her 

 
26 PWCS Binder Volume III, Exhibit 110, Page 085.  
27 PWCS Binder Volume II Exhibit 50, Page 005 
28 PWCS Binder Volume II Exhibit 50, Page 006 
29 PWCS Binder Volume II Exhibit 50, Page 007 
30 PWCS Binder Volume II Exhibit 50, Page 009 
31 PWCS Binder Volume III, Exhibit 110, Page 112 
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Chronology of Facts 
 
In Prince William County Binder II, TAB 32, Prince William County provides a significantly 
incomplete chronology of events. Table 1 below provides a supplement. 
 
Table 1. Supplemental Chronology 

Date Event Exhibit 
9/14/2021 504 Plan, which includes limit of 

high impact activities based on 
student discretion.  

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 5, 
Page 005 

12/02/2021 Amanda Mallory emails  
 documenting concerns of 

disability discrimination 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 7 

1/24/2022 Amanda Mallory Emails  
 changing the 9/14/2021 504 

plan to include a provision for 
intermittent homebased services (up 
to 3 hours following 3 consecutive 
absences).  

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 
10, Page 053 

3/10/2022 Teacher Education Reports 
document that  was being 
excluded from progress monitoring 
and major assignments, but was  
“respectful with teachers” and 
“kind and respectful towards adults 
and peers in the classroom.” 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 
11, 039-043 

3/17/202239  Found Eligible for 
IEP under Other Health Impairment 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 
15, Pages 001 and 005 

3/21/2022 Dr. John W. Dresely recommends 
vision therapy. 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 
13, Page 1-2 

3/22/2022 Dr. John W. Dresely outlines what 
classroom teachers can do to help 

 Accommodations were not 
provided.  

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 
13, Page 3 

3/25/2022 Email documenting when  was 
not able to stop running, in 
violation of 504 plan 
accommodation. 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 14 

4/5/2022 IEP forces meeting at a day and 
time that was not mutually agreed 

PWCS Binder Volume I, Exhibit 17 
and 18 

 
39 IEP Document created 3/28/2022, but eligibility determination 3/17.  
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Figure 4. Screenshot of  Payments to Date 

Failed Compliance with VDOE Guidance Related to Homebased and 
Homebound Services 
 
Prince William County Public Schools (PWCS) has repeatedly and demonstrably failed to 
comply with the Virginia Department of Education guidelines document for homebound 
instruction (see Appendix B). Namely: 

1. PWCS internal communications and  grades illustrate that she fell 
significantly behind during her periods on homebound and/or homebased;45 

2. The limited instruction provided was often not interactive (e.g., she did not have to 
complete homework or assignments and when questions were asked the teachers 
without experience in the content area (e.g. Aanderud) were unable to answer them);46  

3. PWCS demonstrably did not make “every effort to ensure academic progress” and the 
record reflects that not even a de minimis effort was made for the overwhelming 
majority of the 2021-2022 and 2022-2023 school years; 

4. Ms.  was chastised and victim-blamed for attempting to have the school provide 
priority to the core academic subjects;47 

5. The policies and procedures used by Prince William County for providing homebound 
services are out of compliance with the law. For example, VDOE mandates a MINIMUM 
of 8 hours per week (or 1.6 hours per day) and PWCS offers a MAXIMUM of 8 hours per 

 
45 For example, See PWCS Binder IV, Exhibit 120,  page 058 and PWCS Binder II, Exhibit 115 (  received no 
grade for Social studies, creative writing, and science enrichment for first, second, or third quarter.  received 
all Fs for Advanced Algebra.  
46 Ms. Aanderud testified that she has no teaching experience in civic and has never taught language arts for 
middle school, only for kindergarten (see Transcript Day 3, Page 771). As such, her ability to provide meaningful 
instruction in these areas is questionable at best.  
47 See, for example, Parent Binder 1 Tab 7.  
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week48. INCREDULOUSLY, PWCS has the hubris to suggest that ALL general education 
students receive a minimum of 8 hours per week, but ONLY students with fewer than 8 
hours49. Not only is this inaccurate, but it is discriminatory; 

6. While PWCS did employ teachers licensed to teach in Virginia, a license to teach does 
not make someone an educator. Education requires the ability to instruct on a given 
subject matter; 

7. PWCS failed to ensure  homebased and homebound services were provided in a 
timely manner.  

a. As documented in the PWCS and  settlement agreement, the 8th grade 
HOMEBOUND service hours totaled 105.5 hours, which will now be provided by 
the New Community School; and 

b. While PWCS believes that  is only entitled to 32 service hours, of which 6 
are still owed (see PWCS Binder III, Exhibit 104); the  contend that the 
46 absences during the 2021-2022 school year and 40 absences that preceded 
the homebound services (total of 86 absences) should have entitled  to 
137.6 hours (86 absences multiplied by 1.6). Of the 137.6 hours that were due, 
32 were provide. Entitling  to another 105.6 hours of compensatory time, 
which we are asking in the form of private placement.  

8. Demonstrably, PWCS failed to ensure the continuity of instructional services to  in 
violation of VDOE guidance. In fact,  didn’t receive her first homebased 
compensatory hour or homebound hour until January 2023 (after the first half of the 
year); 

9. The program coordinator failed to coordinate the provision of services in a timely 
manner; 

10. The program coordinator failed to complete an annual report; 
11. The program coordinator failed to provide appropriate oversight of instruction. In fact, 

PWCS didn’t even know how many hours were provided versus owed until AFTER the 
end of the 2022-2023 school year50; 

12.  missed elements of Virginia’s State Assessment program due to her absences, 
despite the VDOE directive indicates that they should be included; 

13. Written record reflects that some of  homebound teachers did not maintain 
“close contact” with  teachers, counselor, or program coordinator to receive an 
implement appropriate educational programs; and 

14. PWCS failed to maintain an accurate record of the hours of instruction provided (e.g. 
testimony reflects that the hours in Tab 103 and 104 are inaccurate. For examples, Mrs. 
Mathers has recorded hours before she was introduced to the  Mrs. Aanderud 
has hours only for civics, when she claims to have provided language arts. In June of 
2023, the  were being told  was owed 6 hours. In August of 2023 that was 

 
48 See, for example, Transcript of Hearing Day 3, Page 571-572, 574, 577-580, 512 to 519 
49 For example, see Hearing Day 2 Pages 201. During a speaking objection, Ms. Thompson stated: “Ms. Huebner 
agreed, it says this applies to all general education students. Aren’t we—are not here because they’re saying 

 is a student with a disability?” The belief that only children with disabilities can be provided with fewer 
than a MINIMUM outlined by VDOE is both erroneous and discriminatory, in our opinion.  
50 See For example Tab K of Parent Gray Binder II.  
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All right. Let's start at the first one. Do you see goal 
number 1 written there? 

Yes 68 18-20 

Okay. And it says, essentially, the same goal that's listed 
in the IEP, correct? 

I don’t know. 68 
69 

21-22 
1 

Okay. Under the progress evaluations, it has March 31st, 
2023 first, then January 27th, then May 17th. 
Is that what you see? 

Yes 69 2-6 

So it appears to be out of order. So let's look at that 
center one first. It says: January 27th, insufficient data to 
measure progress of new IEP goal. Under what 
circumstances would there be insufficient data? 

I don't know. It would 
depend -- I really can't 
answer that right now. 

69 7-14 

What would it depend on? It would depend if we had 
data from the student, if we 
had any information 

69  
70 

15 
1-2 

Okay. So if you wouldn't have enough data from the 
student, then you would not be able to measure it. And 
can you read under that same goal, March 31st, 2023, 
does it also say: Insufficient data was collected to 
determine progress? 

Yes, it does say that. 70 3-9 

So two months later there was still insufficient data. 
Yet, why does it say – why does it say here, the status 
is sufficient progress, if there was insufficient data? 

I don’t know. 70 10-14 

If you go down to the second goal, under January 27th, 
it again says: Not introduced; correct? 

Yes 70 
71 

20-22 
1 

And for the reasoning why it was not introduced, what 
is the goal progress statement? Could you read that, 
please? 

A Student Homebound 
during quarter 2 of the 
2022/23 academic school 
year 

71 2-6 

So the question is, for the progress statement it says: 
Student Homebound during quarter 2 of the 2022-
2023 academic school year and it says: Not 
introduced. Do these goals not apply when a student 
is on Homebound? 

I don't remember the 
specifics of this situation. 

71 
72 

17-22 
1 

So this is related to study skills. What -- which 
Homebound instructor was supposed to report to you 
regarding progress in relation to this goal? 

I don’t know. 72 2-6 

Do you know if she even had a Homebound 
instructor related to this goal? 

I don’t remember. 72 7-9 

Do you know if she had a Homebound instructor related 
to the first goal of written 
language? 

I don’t remember. 72 10-13 

Do you know, if you're turning to the next page, did she 
have a Homebound instructor for goal 4, mathematics? 

I don’t remember. 72 14-17 

Okay. And under mathematics, again, January comes 
after March, and it states: Not introduced, insufficient 
data to measure progress of new goal. Was this because 

 was on Homebound? 

I don’t remember. 72 
73 

18-22 
1 

In this progress statement it states that  scored an 
80 on one assessment, a 40 on a review assessment, and 
it did detail some aspects of the scores that she received 
on math. What was required for her to be deemed 
sufficient progress for this goal? 

I don’t recall. 75 14-20 

Do you recall any delays that went into the signing of 
 IEP? 

I don’t remember. 75 17-19 
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brought this issue to the attention of Amanda Mallory66, and SEVEN MONTHS after the issues 
was escalated to Denise Huebner67.  Although PWCS was solely to blame for this miscalculation 
and unnecessary delay in remediation, that didn’t stop PWCS from alleging that the  
were “uncooperative68,” even though each and every piece of evidence related to the receipt and 
scheduling of services prove the  were more than flexible in accommodating the PWCS 
scheduling limitations.  
 
Misappropriated blame on the  began only after Mrs.  expressed her intent to file 
state complaints, illustrating the retaliatory nature of these false allegations. For example, on 
June 13, 2022 Assistant Principal Steven P. Williams, attached some “notes” that he felt would 
be “helpful in any response required by the state for I.L.’s homebound.”69 Principal Graham 
shared these “notes” with Amanda Mallory despite the fact that they are not supported by 
evidence in the record and contain false allegations against the  (see Table 1). In fact, 
both Mrs. Graham and Mr. Williams later provided countervailing testimony during the due 
process hearing (see Table 3).  
 
Table 3. False Allegations Against the  versus Countervailing Testimony and Evidence 

Allegations 
against the 

 

Countervailing Testimony Countervailing 
Evidence 

Relevance 

Mrs. 
 

refused to 
allow 
instruction 
via Zoom. 

Question: Did Mrs.  
refuse services or did she express 
a preference for in-person 
services? Because I'm happy to 
refresh your recollection with the 
audio recording. 
 
Principal Graham: I mean, I 
would imagine that she asked to 
express her-- she expressed her—
whatever the word that you used. 
 
Question: Preference.  
 
Principal Graham: Preference. 
Yes. 
 
Question: So would you agree 
with me that 

Expression of 
preference, not refusal, 
is also documented in 
Prince William County 
Volume II, Exhibit 61, 
page 002 and PWCS 
Binder Volume II 
Exhibit 53, Page 008 
Ms.  expressed 
a preference for in-
person services, but 
never refused zoom 
services. For example, 
she writes “  has 
communicated with me 
that she does not do 
well with virtual 
instruction and prefers 
in person instruction. 
We can discuss this 

This allegation is 
a lie. I am using 
the word lie 
because that is 
what this is. In 
our opinion this 
is not an 
accidental 
mistake or 
provision of 
incidental 
misinformation; 
this was a 
malicious and 
deliberate 
attempt by Prince 
William County 
Schools 
specifically 
designed to 

 
66 Transcript Day 4, Page 981, Lines 4-13.  
67 PWCS Binder I, Exhibit 30.  
68 Transcript Day 4, Page 993, Line 6 
69 Parent Binder I, Tab 7 
70 Prince William County Binder III, Page 2 and Parent Binder 1, Exhibit 7, Page 2.  

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED



 31 

expressing preference for in-
person services is 
not the same as a refusal? 
 
Principal Graham: Sure. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: So 
what's your answer? She refused 
or expressed a preference?71 
 
Principal Graham: I think from -
- I think it 
was expressing the preference. I 
don't remember the conversation, 
but I'm going to say that if that 
were the case, that she probably -- 
you have 
an audio recording of me saying 
that, then that's probably the 
case72.  
 
Question: Sitting here today -- or 
now that 
you see this, would you agree 
with me that Ms. 
Cohen's services were provided 
virtually, at least part of them? 
 
Assistant Principal Williams: It 
appears to be, yes73. 
 
Question: The question again 
was, do the Zoom links in this 
section with all the 
correspondences 
between Mr. Sprinella and Ms. 

 refresh your recollection 
that the services provided by 

further in the IEP 
meeting.” More 
importantly,  
preference for in-
person services was 
NOT MET and ZOOM 
SERVICES WERE 
PROVIDED.  
 
Mr. Williams further 
acknowledges this was 
a PREFERENCE, not a 
REFUSAL, in his 
email to Rochelle 
Concepcion dated 
12/5/2022.75 

manipulate the 
Virginia 
Department of 
Education into 
erroneously 
placing the blame 
erroneously on 
the parents. This 
should be 
condemned and 
PWCS should be 
sanctioned to 
help deter this 
pattern and 
practice that is 
used against 
EVERY 
FAMILY who 
dares to file a 
formal complaint 
or due process 
claim.  

 
71 NOTE: Hearing Officer Mitchell was rightfully confused because moments earlier, before being confronted with 
the recording of the meeting, Mrs. Graham incredulously testified that it was a refusal (page 307 of the transcript 
6-16 lines), but that changed her testimony to it was a preference, not a refusal. Moreover, ironically, Mrs. Graham 
questions why the student stated she lies in a TikTok video (see Transcript Day 2, Page 408).  Her testimony 
supports why the student felt this way.  
72 Day 2 Hearing Transcript, Graham Testimony, Pages 307-309.  
73 Day 3 Transcript, Page 598. Lines 4-8.  
75 Email from Mr. Williams to Ms. Concepcion dated 12/5/2022. WITHHELD in violation of the Subpoena. Provided 
via email by Amanda Mallory on January 11, 2023.   
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Question: Did at any time Mrs. 
 deny services from Ms. 

Aanderud? 
 
Principal Graham: I don't know 
directly if that was what was 
said. I remember the IEP meeting 
where they discussed her being a 
bus driver and talked about Candy 
Crush. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: Did Ms. 
Aanderud just stop doing 
Homebound services for 
everybody or just – 
 
Principal Graham: I don't 
remember. I 
honestly don't82. 
 
COMMENTARY: However, 
Ms. Aanderud testified that she 
wasn’t even aware of the “bus 
driver comment” much less that it 
was the reason why SHE QUIT83. 
Regardless, the testimony and 
evidence prove that the  
NEVER “denied” her services.  
 
DR. MEHLMAN-OROZCO: So 
if she doesn't know that the 
comment was made, how is that 
the reason she quit? 
 
HEARING OFFICER: She 
didn't say that was the reason quit. 
 
MS. THOMPSON: No one said 
that. 
 

in Tab 18 AND Tab 22 
of the Parent binder 1. 
Mrs.  NEVER 
denied any services 
from Mrs. Aanderund 
and instead 
accommodated her the 
teachers multiple 
tardies and 
cancelations.   
 
3/9/2023: Aanderud 
running late. 
3/16/2023: Aanderud 
cancellation. 
3/23/2023: Aanderud 
cancellation. 
3/30/2023: Aanderud 
cancellation and 
cessation of services.  
 
INCREDULOUSLY, 
PWCS has provided an 
email from May 1, 
2023, MORE THAN A 
MONTH AFTER 
AANDERUD QUIT, 
stating that “Ms. Cohen 
shared with me that 
mom wants us to find a 
new civics hb teacher 
because they feel she is 
not qualified.”86 MS. 
COHEN NEVER 
TAUGHT CIVICS! 
Moreover, this in direct 
contradiction of PWCS 
claim that “When 
Special Education 
services started with 

answer  
questions about 
the course 
content, Mrs. 

 NEVER 
cancelled 
services or 
refused services 
from Mrs. 
Aanderud or any 
other teacher. 
There is no 
reliable 
testimony or 
evidence to prove 
otherwise.  
 
Ultimately, 
following Mrs. 
Aanderud, Mr. 
Williams again 
solicited civics 
teachers, but only 
one person was 
suggested as an 
option and no 
one was retained 
.89 

 
82 Day 2 Transcript, Pages 318-326.  
83 For example, see Day 3 Transcript, Page 665.  
86 Email from Ms. Blakenship to Mr. Williams and Mrs. Kellner dated 5/1/2023. WITHHELD in violation of the 
Subpoena. Provided via email by Amanda Mallory on January 11, 2023.   
89 Email from Williams to Branscome dated 5/2/2023. WITHHELD in violation of the Subpoena. Provided via email 
by Amanda Mallory on January 11, 2023.   
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HEARING OFFICER: She 
didn't say that. 
 
DR. MEHLMAN-OROZCO: 
She didn't say that. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: No, she 
didn't. 
 
DR. MEHLMAN-OROZCO: 
Ms. Graham said that 
and other people said it. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: Well, I 
heard it somewhere84. 
 

Mrs. Cohen, Mrs. 
 requested Mrs. 

Cohen work on grade 
level content.”87 It is 
unclear whether this 
email was 
altered/doctored OR 
whether it was 
fabricated in attempt to 
falsify a record, placing 
erroneous blame on the 
parents for failed 
service provision. 
Either way, Ms. Cohen 
never taught Civics and 
Mrs.  never 
refused or ended any 
civics services from 
Mrs. Cohen. 
 
HOWEVER, MRS. 
COHEN DID END 
SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 
SERVICES 
FOLLOWING A 
CONVERSATION 
WITH MRS. 

 ON MAY 
1, 202388.  In this 
email Mrs. Cohen 
THANKS Mrs. 

 for being 
flexible and 
understanding. 
NOTABLY, PWCS 
omitted the email sent 
from Mrs. Cohen to 
Mrs. Blakenship 
OUTLINING Mrs. 

 concerns 
from their 
production. THIS IS 

 
84 For example, see Transcript Day 3, Pages 805 to 806.  
87 Parent Binder 1, Tab 7 
88 See Parent Binder Tab 42. 

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED



 37 

RESPONSIVE TO 
THE SUBPOENA, 
BUT WAS 
WITHHELD IN 
VIOLATION. IT 
HAS SINCE BEEN 
REQUESTED VIA 
FOIA. IF IT IS 
PRODUCED IT 
WILL BE 
PROVIDED.  

When 
Special 
Education 
services 
started with 
Mrs. 
Cohen, 
Mrs. 

 
requested 
Mrs. Cohen 
work on 
grade level 
content. 

N/A Ms. Cohen first 
reached out to the 

 on March 27, 
2023—SEVEN 
MONTHS after the 
start of the school year 
and 2.5 months before 
the year ended.90   
 
When Ms. Cohen 
stated that she is 
scheduled to work with 

 on her IEP goals, 
Mrs.  
responded in 
agreement.  

There is nothing 
in the 
communications 
that suggests 
Mrs.  
requested Mrs. 
Cohen to work 
on grade level 
content, but even 
if she had, it is 
unclear why 
PWCS is 
attempting to 
blame her for 
this, considering 
the significant 
delay in service 
provision and 
approaching end 
of the school 
year.  

 
In the months since sending this email, Prince William County Schools has invented even more 
false allegations against the  For example, suggesting that Mrs.  TikToks 
impacted the service provision91, despite the fact that ALL OF THE TIK TOKS WERE 
POSTED AFTER THE END OF THE 2022-2023 SCHOOL YEAR. It is NOT POSSIBLE 
for these TikToks to have any impact on the service provision considering that the first one was 
posted on June 23, 2023.  
 
 
 
 

 
90 See Parent Binder 1, Tab 39.  
91 For example, see Transcript Day 2, Page 408. 
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Summary of Documents Withheld in Violation of Subpoena Duces 
Tecum 
 
Also, it should be noted that we are reiterating the objection the PWCS demonstrable failed 
compliance to the subpoena duces tecum. We feel that we would have further evidence if PWCS 
had complied with the document requests documented repeatedly via email and in the transcripts, 
namely Day 2 and Day 3. Examples include, but are not limited to: 
 

1. Email from Ms. Cohen to Mrs. Blankenship documenting Mrs.  concerns. Sent 
between April 28 and May 1. Referenced in Parent Binder 1 Tab 42,  Cohen writes: “I did 
send an email outlining the topics you mentioned and waiting back on how best to 
address the IEP goals.”  This document would provide countervailing information to the 
email sent from Blankenship to Williams and Kellner on May 1, 2023, which was 
provided by Mallory in the 1/11/2023 emailed supplement.  

2. All documents used to inform the progress reports: 
a. Written reports; 
b. Tallies; 
c. Checklists; 
d. Observation notes; and 
e. Rubrics. 

3. Text messages and emails between Blankenship and the homebound and/or 
homebased instructors.  

4. Emails between Cohen and Blankenship and/or Williams about the provision of 
homebound services. VDOE requires “close contact” with student’s teachers, counselor, 
or the program coordinator. VDOE also requires assignments and materials provided by 
the classroom teacher or supervisor of instruction. VDOE requires submission of the 
student’s completed work to the designated school representative prior to the end of 
the grading period and a maintenance of WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION OF WORK 
COMPLETED WITH THE HOMEBOUND RECORDS. Even when online instruction is used, 
the teacher is supposed to provide a WRITTEN RECORD. None of these documents were 
provided and PWCS did not concede that they did not exist, which would be a violation 
of VDOE guidance.  

5. Emails between Aanderud and Blankenship and/or Williams about the provision of 
homebound services. VDOE requires “close contact” with student’s teachers, counselor, 
or the program coordinator. VDOE also requires assignments and materials provided by 
the classroom teacher or supervisor of instruction. VDOE requires submission of the 
student’s completed work to the designated school representative prior to the end of 
the grading period and a maintenance of WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION OF WORK 
COMPLETED WITH THE HOMEBOUND RECORDS. Even when online instruction is used, 
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the teacher is supposed to provide a WRITTEN RECORD. None of these documents were 
provided and PWCS did not concede that they did not exist, which would be a violation 
of VDOE guidance.  

6. Emails between Williams and Blankenship and/or Williams about the provision of 
homebound services. VDOE requires “close contact” with student’s teachers, counselor, 
or the program coordinator. VDOE also requires assignments and materials provided by 
the classroom teacher or supervisor of instruction. VDOE requires submission of the 
student’s completed work to the designated school representative prior to the end of 
the grading period and a maintenance of WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION OF WORK 
COMPLETED WITH THE HOMEBOUND RECORDS. Even when online instruction is used, 
the teacher is supposed to provide a WRITTEN RECORD. None of these documents were 
provided and PWCS did not concede that they did not exist, which would be a violation 
of VDOE guidance; and 

7. Annual Report for 2022-2023 school year, which should have been completed by Mr. 
Williams per VDOE guidance document; among others. 
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Appendix A. Sample of Relevant Case Law 
 
Florence County School District Four v. Shannon Carter, 510 U.S. 7 (1993): the parents of a 
child with a learning disability enrolled her in a private school after becoming dissatisfied with 
the special education services provided by the public school district. The parents then sought 
reimbursement for the cost of the private school tuition from the school district, arguing that the 
district had failed to provide the child with a FAPE. The Supreme Court held that the school 
district was liable for the cost of the private school tuition, since the district had failed to provide 
the child with a FAPE. The Court noted that under the IDEA, parents have the right to seek 
reimbursement for private school tuition if the school district fails to provide a FAPE and the 
private school placement is appropriate to meet the child’s needs. In a unanimous 9-0 decision, 
the Supreme Court held that if the public school fails to provide an appropriate education and the 
child receives an appropriate education in a private placement, the parents are entitled to be 
reimbursed for the child's education, even if the private school does not comply with state 
standards. 
 
Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District RE–1, 580 U.S.  (2017): In this case, the 
parents of a student with autism challenged the adequacy of their son’s individualized education 
program (IEP) developed by the public school district. This case clarifies the standards under the 
IDEA for determining whether a student has received a FAPE. It emphasizes the importance of 
the IEP and the requirement that schools provide students with disabilities with an education that 
is reasonably calculated to enable them to make progress appropriate in light of their unique 
needs. U.S. Supreme Court unanimously rejected the "de minimis" standard for one that is 
"markedly more demanding than the 'merely more than de minimis' test applied by the 10th 
Circuit." In his opinion, Chief Justice Roberts wrote, "a student offered an educational program 
providing 'merely more than de minimis' progress from year to year can hardly be said to have 
been offered an education at all." 
 
Anchorage School District v. MP (9th Cir. 2012) In awarding reimbursement to the parents, the 
Court noted that "we are sympathetic to the difficulties posed by the obviously strained 
relationship between the ASD and M.P.'s parents, but this circumstance does not excuse the ASD 
from compliance with the IDEA. To conclude otherwise would subvert the purposes of the IDEA 
and sanction a school district's unilateral decision to abandon its statutorily required 
responsibility to the detriment of its students." 
 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND STUDENT 
SERVICES OFFICE OF DISPUTE RESOLUTION AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, 
VDOE Case #: 22-089 by Hearing Officer Rhonda Mitchell: A material failure to implement an 
IEP, or, put another way, a failure to implement a material portion of an IEP, violates the IDEA. 
 
Van Duyn v. Baker Sch. Dist. 5J, 502 F.3d 811, 822 (9th Cir. 2007) (“[A] material failure to 
implement an IEP violates the IDEA.”). 
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Neosho R-V Sch. Dist. v. Clark, 315 F.3d 1022, 1027 n.3 (8th Cir. 2003) (“[W]e cannot 
conclude that an IEP is reasonably calculated to provide a free appropriate public education if 
there is evidence that the school actually failed to implement an essential element of the IEP that 
was necessary for the child to receive an educational benefit.”). 
 
Houston Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Bobby R., 200 F.3d 341, 349 (5th Cir. 2000) (“[A] party 
challenging the implementation of an IEP must show more than a de minimis failure to 
implement all elements of that IEP, and, instead, must demonstrate that the school board or other 
authorities failed to implement substantial or significant provisions of the IEP.”). 
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Appendix B. VDOE Guidance for Homebound Services100 
 

 

 
100 Included in entirety in Parent Binder 1, Tab 5. Also here: 
https://www.doe.virginia.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/28651/638046354252370000  
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Appendix D. Rebuttal to PWCS Position 
 

A. Prince William County Failed to Mediate In Good Faith: Prince William County stated, on 
the record, they were going to consider private placement, during the Day 1 of the 
Hearing. 101 However, PWCS failed to offer even ONE PENNY toward private placement. 
The reasons offered were erroneous. For example, claiming: 

a.  attended fewer than 30% of school at  which is untrue per 
 attendance records; 

b.  does not offer accommodations, which is also untrue per the 
testimony of   

i. Q And does  provide specially 
designed instruction, such as goals, services, 
accommodations -- 

ii. A Yes. 
B. Parents have more than met the burden of proof—preponderance of the evidence—for 

multiple and repeated violations to FAPE,  including but not limited to: 
a. the failed provision of homebound and homebased services; 
b. the failure to incorporate parental concerns in the IEP; 
c. the failure to provide an IEE and vision therapy; 
d. the failure to abide by the IEP; 
e. the failure of having measurable goals;  
f. the failure of measuring progress; 
g. the failure of making progress;  
h. the failure to accommodate and allow re-application to Colgan; 
i. the failure to gain parental consent for exclusion from curriculum; 
j. among many others.  

C. Parents provided timely and appropriate notice of private placement—completion of 
application process and payment of deposit occurred after the 10 day notice. 

D. PWCS ADMITTEDLY owes  more compensatory education than agreed to. The 
settlement agreement in Parent Gray Binder Tab U ONLY covered the 105.5 hours owed 
for failed HOMEBOUND  services. By their OWN ADMISSION, PWCS failed to provide all 
HOMEBASED Services (See PWCS Binder Volume III, Tab 104).  

E. The Credibility of many members of the PWCS staff is questionable as outlined in the 
sections above.  

F. PWCS has undermined the trust of the family behind repair and are incapable of 
providing FAPE at present.  

 

 
101 Day 1 Hearing Transcript, Pages 93-94.  
102 See Parent Gray Binder Appendix 0.  
103 See Day 3 Hearing Transcript, Page 735. 
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