Commissioner Jordan A, Scheff
Department of Developmental Services

~ FINAL DECISION

Sent via email — Cerliﬁed-Mai_ and First-Class U.S. Mail

November 12, 2024

RE: Final Decision
Dear RN

On_October 21, 2024 , the proposed decision of the hearing officer regarding the eligibility of

to receive services of the Department of Developmental Services was sent to you and
all parties. Parties had ten (10) business days from receipt of the proposed decision to submit comments
in support or opposition. No comments were submitted on behalf of DDS or the petitioner. .

After reviewing the proposed decision, the record, including exhibits submitted at the hearing,

and your commcnts, I agree with the hearing officer, adopt the Proposed Decision as the Final Decision,
and find that # is ineligible for services of the Department of Developmental Services

pursuant to Connecticut General Statute section 1-1g.

If you do not agree with this decision, you have the right, in accordance with Section 4-183 of the
Connecticut General Statutes, to appeal to the Superior Court. Such an appeal must be submltted within
forty-five (45) days of the mailing of this final decision.

Enclosures

cc:  Attorney Frederic S. Ury, Hearing Officer
Kathleen Murphy, Ph.D., Director, Eligibility Unit
Margret Rudin, Ph.D., Psychologist Eligibility Unit
Marjorie O. Wakeman, Director, Legal & Government Affairs

ct.gov/dds



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES
PROPOSED MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

ELIGIBILITY HEARING
IN RE: _ OCTOBER 14, 2024
Introduction

On September 9, 2024, at 10:00am, a hearing was held remotely via Microsoft Teams to
determine the eligibility of_.for services from the Department of Developmental
Services (DDS) pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 1-1g. Due to COVID-19 safety
precautions, the Department of Developmental- Service (“DDS”) Commissioner has designated
that all Eligibility hearings will be held remotely until further notice. The Request for Hearing
was filed by , Petitioner, on May 16, 2024.

Names of those in attendance

Dr. Margaret Rudin - DDS Clinical Psychologist — Eligibility Unit
— Advanced Behavior Mental Health Specialist
— Respondent

Statement of Issue
Is _ cligible for services from the Department of Developmental Services?
Exhibits Entered into Evidence

The following documents were presented by the parties and reviewed by the undersigned
hearing officer:

Exhibit Document Date

HO-1 DDS Denial of Eligibility letter 03-28-2024
HO-2 Request for Hearing 05-16-2024
HO-3 Notice of Hearing 05-30-2024
DDS-1 DDS Eligibility Application (Intellectual Disability Services) 02-19-2023
DDS-2 DDS Denial Letter 03-28-2024
DDS-3 DDS Second Review 03-28-2024

DDS-4 B school 08-31-1992



Exhibit Document Date

DDS-5 Clinical Assessment & Summary 03-03-2021
DDS-6 DHMAS ROI 01-12-2024

Findings of Fact

The exhibits entered into evidence, along with the sworn testimony at the hearing, result in
the following findings:

1 1s a resident of the State of Connecticut. She resides at -
. (Exhibit HO2).

2! At the time of the hearing, *, born _, was .years
rgaret Rudin).

old. (Exhibit DDS-1; testimony of Dr. Ma

3. An Eligibility Application was filed with DDS on January 19, 2023, by
Respondent, for Intellectual Disability Services. (Exhibit DDS-1; testimony of Dr.
Margaret Rudin).

4. On March 28, 2024, a denial of eligibility letter was sent to — from
Dr. Kathleen J. Murphy, Director, Eligibility Unit at DDS. In that letter, Dr. Murphy found
was not eligible for DDS services because her cognitive ability and adaptive skills were
above the intellectually disabled range. She did not submit any educational, psychological, or

medical records that document the presence of an intellectual disability prior to the age of 18.
(Testimony of Dr. Kathleen J. Murphy: Exhibit HO-1 and Exhibit DDS-2).

% A second review of the denial of services was performed by Dr. Margaret Rudin, a
Psychologist at DDS. After her review, she agreed with Dr. Murphy that Ms did not meet
the criteria for an Intellectual Developmental Disability. (Testimony of Dr. Kathleen J. Murphy;
Exhibit DDS-3).

6. On May 16, 2024, a Request for Hearing was filed with DDS by _
Petitioner. (Exhibit HO-2; testimony of Dr. Kathleen J. Murphy).

7 A hearing was scheduled for August 12, 2024, and a notice of the hearing was sent
to Ms. on May 30, 2024. (Exhibit HO-3). The Notice stated that due to COVID-19 safety
precautions, the DDS Commissioner designated that all Eligibility hearings will be held remotely
until further notice. Ms. did receive notice of the hearing and attended the hearing by way
of Microsoft Teams. (Exhibit HO-3; testimony of Dr. Kathleen Murphy).

8. The hearing was held on August 12, 2024. The documents submitted show that
from - to - her grades ranged from A to B. From - to - her grades ranged from A
to C+. During the hearing a request for more documents was made. The hearing was continued to
September 9, 2024, in order to allow Ms. - to submit additional materials.



9, Ms. did not submit any additional documents therefore there was no need
for an additional hearing.

Definition of Intellectual Disability

According to Connecticut General Statutes § 1-1g, in order to be eligible for supports or
services from the Department of Developmental Services, an individual must have “significantly
sub-average general intellectual functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive
behavior manifested during the developmental period.” The developmental period is defined as
the period from birth to age eighteen.

Discussion

is -years old. On March 28, 2024, a letter declining DDS Services was
sent by Dr. Kathleen J. Murphy. The primary reason for the denial was that Ms. - has not
submitted any documents that would document the presence of an intellectual disability prior to
the age of 18. A second review by Dr. Margaret Rudin confirmed Dr. Murphy’s findings.

Conclusion

After a review of all the documents and testimony at the hearing _ is not
eligible for services from the Department of Developmental Services because she does not meet
the criteria for services as defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1-1g.

This decision shall be submitted to all parties and the Commissioner. The parties may
submit written comments in support or opposition of this proposed decision within ten (10) days
of receipt hereof.

Respectfully submitted,

Frederic S. Ury, Mtorney
Hearing Office





