
Andrea Parmenter’s full response to the lawsuit against 9-R: 
 
Note: The paragraphs that start with numbers is language taken from the lawsuit followed by her 
response to those items. 

 
 
From: Andrea Parmenter <andreafordurango9r@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Oct 28, 2021, 1:51 PM 
Subject: Re: Lawsuit filed against Durango School District 
To: Christian Burney <cburney@durangoherald.com> 
Cc: Karen Cheser <kcheser@durangoschools.org>, Julie Popp 
<jpopp@durangoschools.org>, Kristin Smith <ksmith@durangoschools.org> 
 
 

Hi Christian, 
 
I think I can help here. I moved into 2341 Forest Ave with my partner who had been 
there for years in June of 2017. A notice to vacate 2341 Forest by June 1, 2021 was 
sent and I wanted to find a permanent place in District D to move directly in to but had 
no success finding anything to lease by that date. I was offered temporary housing by 
friends and acquaintances over the summer (June/July/August when I was out of town 
more than in town) in D but nothing suitable for the longer term. My partner rented the 
home on County Road 239 and moved in straight from Forest where I joined him as my 
permanent residence in mid-August having failed to find anything in District D to lease. 
As you know, there was no inventory of rentals anywhere and rents had skyrocketed by 
that time. I was looking at being homeless for a few weeks and it was an incredibly 
stressful and difficult time given the real estate market and the pandemic. 
 
The 9-R school board was made aware of my property search and dates as well as the 
fact that upon failing to find a permanent home in D,  I would not seek election in District 
D, but in E where I now reside. I was away most of the summer and the board was on 
recess for the month of July. There is no conspiracy or malfeasance as suggested in the 
lawsuit.  
 
Nobody was prevented running for the school board seat in District D because of me or 
my housing situation as the lawsuit alleges - in fact two people collected signatures on 
their petitions and turned them in as candidates for District D: Katie Stewart and 
Jennifer Macho-Seekins who was announced as the person running in District D on the 
Building Durango’s Future website. It seems that group failed to look at the actual map 
of 9-R’s school board director districts because Jennifer Macho-Seekins doesn’t even 
live in District D. By the time they realized their mistake the window to submit a petition 
for the ballot had closed. The BDF group made a mistake and cost themselves a 
chance to run for that seat which meant that Katie Stewart was on the ballot unopposed. 
TWO people had ample time to collect signatures for the ballot so their lawsuit claim #2 
is completely false: 
 

mailto:andreafordurango9r@gmail.com
mailto:cburney@durangoherald.com
mailto:kcheser@durangoschools.org
mailto:jpopp@durangoschools.org
mailto:ksmith@durangoschools.org


2. Andrea Parmenter, the former incumbent, moved out of the district in May 2021, 
publicly concealed her move for months, illegally remained a school board director, and 
did not publicly announce her move until it was too late for interested residents to enter 
the race as candidates. 
 
The law apparently says that if a seat is vacated within 90 days of an election then the 
board appoints someone for that seat. The district’s lawyer is the one that found that law 
and informed the board. I did not know that law nor did the members of the school 
board but in effect it meant that the District D seat which was going to be on the ballot 
with one unopposed candidate had to go to appointment. The BDF team was actually 
given another chance at that seat after not putting forward a viable candidate for the 
ballot. So this claim in the lawsuit is also false - the board actually followed the law 
which required moving to appointment: 
 
3. Meanwhile, the Board failed to timely declare a vacancy, illegally cancelled the 
election for District D Director, and instead appointed a board member for the next two 
years. 
 
The lawsuit states: 
 
65. Parmenter did not publicly disclose her ineligibility to serve as District D director until 
it was too late for any eligible elector to submit nomination papers to run for District D 
director. 
 
This is false. Two people turned in paperwork for District D. 
 
The lawsuit continues with two more accusations that are opinion and are incorrect: 
 
66. Upon information and belief, Parmenter chose to publicly conceal her ineligibility to 
serve as District D director, in order to dissuade potential candidates from running for 
the District D director position. 
 
67. Because Parmenter publicly concealed her true residency, any resident of District D 
who might consider running for District D director was denied information that 
Parmenter could not be a candidate for District D. 
 
Furthermore, the lawsuit goes on with more supposition based on a contrived 
conspiracy theory that the board and I were deliberate in our actions and withheld 
information so people would not run for the seat which is ridiculous because in reality 
the BDF crew botched their chance to be on the ballot: 
 
68. Because Parmenter and the Board refused to publicly state that Parmenter had 
moved outside of District D, any resident of District D who might consider running for 
board director office was denied information that Parmenter could not be a candidate for 
District D. 
 



This next part of the lawsuit is also false. The elector who they claim was dissuaded 
from running because of my actions and the board’s actions was interviewed for the 
appointment but not selected. The lawsuit alleges:  
 
69. Parmenter’s refusal to publicly disclose her move, and the Board’s failure to timely 
declare a vacancy in fact dissuaded at least one eligible elector from running as a 
candidate for District D director. 
 
70. As a teacher and educator, during the summer of 2021, Plaintiff McMunn had a 
strong interest in running for District D director. In fact, McMunn obtained a copy of the 
school board petition packet, in order to run. 
 
71. After carefully considering the strong likelihood that that she would have to face 
Parmenter as the incumbent in the District D director election, McMunn decided not to 
run for office. 
 
If McMunn was dissuaded to run because she assumed stiff competition as stated in 
#71 that’s on her. An election is, by its nature, a competition. Do not pursue an elected 
position if you cannot handle competition.  
 
72. After the Board announced a vacancy, it decided to appoint a replacement for 
District D. 
 
The board didn’t DECIDE to do anything as alleged in #72. The board followed the law. 
 
73. Because McMunn remained interested in serving as District D director, she applied 
for the vacancy. The Board did not appoint McMunn. 
 
[From the lawsuit] 74. Parmenter’s and the Board’s behavior limited the number of 
potential candidates for the District D director position. 
 
75. Parmenter’s and the Board’s behavior dissuaded McMunn from running for District 
D. 
 
AGAIN, #73-75 are supposition. The number of potential candidates was not a result of 
any board action. TWO candidates submitted petitions. I find it difficult to believe 
McMunn would ever have run in D given BDF already had picked their slate candidate 
for that seat in Macho-Seekins. 
 
71. After carefully considering the strong likelihood that that she would have to face 
Parmenter as the incumbent in the District D director election, McMunn decided not to 
run for office. 
 
The statement in #71 is also not true according to McMunn herself. McMunn was 
interviewed for the appointment of seat D. When asked directly why she was showing 
up now for an appointment instead of running for election she did not say “because I 



thought Andrea Parmenter was running and I couldn’t beat her”. Listen for yourself what 
she had to say. 
 
Go to minute 52:35 of the appointment interviews where McMunn says something - on 
the record - entirely different from what the lawsuit alleges. 
 
https://youtu.be/SFvdWBMriQo 
 
From my point of view these “gotcha” smear tactics speak of desperation from Building 
Durango’s Future who botched two opportunities to represent District D on the board of 
education.  
 
Rather than running their candidates on merit they have pieced together misinformation 
with some incorrect interpretations, alleged conspiracies, and blatant lies. This contrived 
drama, legal challenges, and CORA requests have cost the district thousands of dollars 
that should have been spent on education. Rather than winning an election because 
they have the better candidate they are instead trying to discredit me and sow doubt 
where there should be none. 
 
My opponent wouldn’t even show up for the candidate forum so voters could hear 
responses from both candidates and Building Durango’s Future now wants a new 
election because they failed twice to have one of their candidates take the District D 
seat. 
 
I cannot find the notice to vacate but I did find the letter sent to my partner with his 
return deposit and you can see the date 6/24/21. He leased that residence for almost a 
full decade. The “video” proof talking to the owner in the dark is not proof of anything 
except for a confused person being asked questions on the spot he does not know the 
answer to. He didn’t even know the same individual had leased his house for 10 years. 
 
I was just told that you ran with an article already. I have not read it. If you are able to 
edit or adjust anything, feel free.  
 
Too bad everyone wants drama - not to talk about why I am running and why I have 
devoted so much of my life to improving 9-R for our students - our next generation of 
leaders. I am here for the kids. This noise is just that, noise. A distraction from what we 
ought to be talking about which is where 9-R is headed and how we are going to get to 
the place of excellence that I know we can attain. 
 
Thank-you, 
a. 
 
Andrea Parmenter 
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