
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
In addition to working as a special education advocate at The Sullivan Law Firm, I am 
also a parent to a 9-year-old with autism. In seeking information for the purposes of this 
complaint, an Open Records Request was conducted. Half of the redacted documents 
produced in the response from SCCPSS involved my child. Given the number of 
returned documents addressing my own child, I am compelled to provide additional 
context. 
 
I am not asking for the GaDOE to consider individual remedies specific to my child, 
Liam. This information is being provided as a brush stroke in the larger picture of how 
IEP teams were not empowered to discuss the provision of in-person services and the 
efforts that it takes to receive a prior written notice. 
 
School began on August 19, 2020. A Distance Learning Plan meeting was held for Liam 
on August 28, 2020. By that time it was clear that virtual learning was not an appropriate 
education plan for Liam. On September 3, 2020, I sent an email to the team and asked 
for in-home services to be provided. On September 4, 2020, I received an email back 
from the Program Manager stating that “no one on Liam’s IEP team has the authority to 
grant your request.” and that the request was forwarded to Dr. Finch (Senior Director of 
Specialized Instruction). There was no response. On September 14, 2020, I followed up 
directly with Dr. Finch. Shortly thereafter, Dr. Finch emailed denying the request and 
asked if I would like a prior written notice. I said that I would.  
 
The first of three Prior Written Notices was sent on September 15, 2020. I reviewed the 
notice. The final paragraph states, “An IEP meeting can be convened to assess the 
need for the provision of early in-person educational services to the student at issue as 
well as assess possible special delivery models based on the willingness and 
availability of SCCPSS to serve the students outside of their current schedule and work 
setting.” I replied to Dr. Finch’s email to let her know that there is already an IEP 
meeting scheduled for September 21, 2020 and that we would discuss service delivery 
in that setting with the team. 
 
On September 18, 2020, I emailed the IEP team with a summary of what I understood 
the PWN to say. I outlined scenarios may be appropriate to consider and expressed 
willingness to hear other options from the district. The meeting was held on September 
21st and is recorded. We were told, unequivocally, that no one in the district can provide 
face-to-face instruction and that the IEP team cannot override the decision of the district 
not to allow any in-person instruction. The Program Manager at the meeting then stated 
“you can protest it however you want to, but the IEP team can’t turn that over.” I 

 



followed up via email after the meeting with our understanding of the denial for services 
and asked for another PWN. By September 25, 2020, I still hadn’t received the notice 
and reached out to Dr. Finch to request it. Dr. Finch sent it shortly thereafter. 
 
The September 25, 2020 notice is similar to the one provided September 21, 2020. The 
notice continues to lay responsibility at the feet of the IEP team while the IEP team 
continues to assert their inability to override the district mandates. Liam is now caught in 
the middle of a seemingly unsolvable puzzle.  
 
One significant change to the September 25th notice is the addition of the new 
language, “Least Independent Learner.” Liam’s supports include a one-on-one 
paraprofessional, yet he didn’t fit the district definition of Least Independent Learner 
since he is educated in a collaborative classroom and not a self-contained one.  It 
appeared, if we wanted him to be considered for in-person instruction, he must be 
designated as a “Least Independent Learner” first. On September 28, 2020, in an effort 
to follow these procedures set forth by the district, we asked another IEP team for a 
meeting so the team could document the need.  
 
On September 29, 2020 the Program Manager responded stating, “Once we receive 
guidelines from the district staff numbers, safety guidelines for in-person instruction, 
release of staff to be able to enter homes, etc...we can schedule a meeting to work as a 
team and determine what would meet Liam’s needs. We expect further guidance on this 
in the next couple of days.” We remained stuck with nowhere to turn. The District had 
stated twice via PWNs that the need could be addressed with the IEP team. The IEP 
team stated their hands were tied because of the district guidance. We reached out to 
an attorney (separate and apart from The Sullivan Law Firm) to seek further assistance.  
 
On October 5, 2020, the case manager sent an email asking about availability for a 
meeting to honor the request for Liam to work with in-person staff. A meeting was 
scheduled for October 12, 2020. On October 8, 2020, we emailed the team asking if we 
could understand what the offer will be prior to the meeting. The Program Manager 
responded the morning of the meeting stating that “The team will need to consider 
designating Liam a ‘least independent learner.’ Then, if the team feels that designation 
is appropriate, we can determine what in-person learning will look like for Liam.” 
 
The last IEP meeting to date took place on October 12, 2020. We asked for 5 days of 
in-person instruction in some form or another. We indicated our willingness to be 
creative and open to suggestions. We were told that, per district guidelines, only 2 days 
per week of in-person instruction would be allowed. We asked for another PWN. We 



recounted the meeting in a follow up email the next day and reminded the team that we 
would like notice on the decisions made during the meeting.  
 
We received the final PWN on October 28, 2020. The notice is similar to the previous 2 
with a few exceptions. First, the PWN indicated that the district would provide 4 days of 
in-person instruction based on current staffing and site availability. Second, the PWN 
indicated that prior notices have already been issued addressing these “demands.” 
Third, the PWN stated that the delay in providing this notice was due to the district’s 
“ belief that demands had been addressed in previous PWNs and the belief that counsel 
for the parents and the school district had worked out an agreeable short term approach 
to in-person services with the expansion from two days a week (as proposed in the last 
IEP) to four days a week of on-site educational services. 
 
Setting aside any impact on Liam’s education that this process had, the crux of the 
matter as it relates to the complaint is this:  

1) There was no ability for the IEP team to make decisions around location of 
service delivery which was proving to be ineffective at delivery instruction to 
Liam.  

2) Following the notice on September 21, 2020, a specific request had to be made 
for Prior Written Notice as the denial of in-person instruction continued 
throughout the course of the next two meetings. While it is impossible to prove a 
negative, the suspicion is that these notices would not have been provided had 
they not been requested. 
 

Based on an Open Records Act request made by The Sullivan Law Firm on November 
2, 2020, no other PWNs have been issued by the district in response to the requests for 
in-person instruction. Certainly, we cannot be the only family in the district to have made 
such a request to this point in the 2020-2021 school year. We might, however, be one of 
the only families (because of my work as an Education Advocate) who knows to request 
a PWN under these circumstances. It is clear that the district did not draft any others 
under its own initiative with respect to the provision of in-person services or they would 
have been produced in response to that Open Records Act request.  
 
We hope this information helps you in your investigation and provides more clarity to the 
allegations made against the district.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Erin O. Roma  


