Commissioner Elisa Velardo c CONNECTICUT

Department of Developmental Services

FINAL DECISION

Sent via email _ Certified Mai[_ .

July 15, 2026

RE: Final Decision

On May 11, 2026 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. Comments were not submitted by the petitioner. No comments were submitted on behalf of |
DDS.

After reviewing the record including the proposed decision, exhibits, comments, and transcript, 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 rigl
Connecticut General Statutes, to appeal to the Superios
forty-five (45) days of the mailing of this final decisiox

/ v
Elisa Velardo
Commissioner

Enclosures

cc: Attorney Frank Forgione, Hearing Offi
Kathleen Murphy, #h.D., Director, Eli
Margaret Rudin, Ph.D., Psychologist Eligil
Attorney Marjorie O, Wakeman, Director,




STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES
PROPOSED MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

ELIGIBILITY HEARING

Introduction:

A remote hearing via Microsoft Teams was held on May 6, 2026 to determine the

eligibility of the Petitioner, | ;E;6G6GEEIII. ©o: scrvices fiom the Department of

Developmental Services (DDS) pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes, Section 1-1g,

The following individuals were present at the hearing held on May 6, 2026:

Father of [

Petitioner
Dr. Margaret Rudin Clinical Psychologist for the Department of
Developmental Services

The following exhibits were entered into evidence:

Hearing Officer 1 DDS Denial Eligibility 10/30/2024 5
Hearing Officer 2 Request for Appeal Hearing 11/9/2024 ;
Hearing Officer 3 Notice of Hearing 11/22/2024 ;
Hearing Officer 4 Continuance Approval and Rescheduling 3/12/2025 ;
Hearing Officer 5 Notice of Hearing 3/13/2025 i
Hearing Officer 6 Notice of Hearing 11/20/2025
DDS-1 DDS Eligibility Application, dated 10/18/2024 |
DDS-2 DDS Denial Eligibility 10/30/2024
DDS-3 DDS Second Review Dr. Rudin 10/30/2024 :
DDS-4 Psycho-Educational Evaluation Report: Dates of
_Evaluaﬁon‘
DDS-5 Re-evaluation Social Work Assessment: Date of
Evaluation- :
DDS-6 Psycho-Educational Evaluation Report: Date of ‘
Evaluation- || Gz !
DDS-7 Social Work Vineland I
DDS USSR

10/3/2024

DDS-9 Health Assessment 7/19/2024
DDS-10 Individualized Education Program (1EP) [



DDS-11 Re-evaluation Social Work Assessment; Dates of
Evaluation-

P-1 Psycho-Educational Evaluation Report: Dates of

_Evaluation-_

P-2 Psycho-Educational Evaluation Report: Date of
Evaluation

P-3 Psycho-Educational Evaluation Report: Dates of
Evaluation. I

P-4 Occupational Therapy Reevaluatio-

P-5 Occupational Therapy Assessment

P-6 Re-evaluation Social Work Assessment: Date of
Evaluation-

P-7 Re-evaluati

i s f
Evatuation- IR
Statement of the Issue:

Is _eligible for DDS services pursuant to Connecticut General

Statutes, Section 1-1g?

Findings of Fact:

I o« I
I - - of [

Dr. Margaret Rudin is a Clinical Psychologist for the Department of

N

o

Developmental Services,

5. _ underwent a Psycho-Educational Evaluation with testing
dates of [ I

B i obtcincd o Fluid Crystalized Index score of 60 on the

Kaufman Assessment Battery For Children, 2" Edition(KABC-2). See DDS-4
and P-1. Dr. Rudin explained that the score of 60 is a full scale 1Q score.

6. The aforesaid Psycho-Educational Evaluation also measured -adaptive
behavior skills. See DDS 4 and P-1. His adaptive skills T score on the Behavior
Assessment System for Children Third Edition (BASC-3) as measured from his



teacher’s evaluation was 37, which equates to a standard score of 80, -
adaptive skills T score on the Behavior Assessment System for Children Third j
Edition (BASC-3) as measured from a parent evaluation was 56, which equates to |
a standard score of 109,

7. On - - adaptive behavior skills were measured by the
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales, Third Edition (Vinetand-111). [
adaptive behavior composite score was 74. See DDS-7.

8. The Individualized Education Program (IEP) dated _states that
I iy disability is “Other Health Impairment.” See DDS-10,

o. | 1 < en a Psycho-Educational Evaluation with testing
dates of || | | | | [ o« H :: obiaincd o Full Scale 1Q

score of 68 on the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale IV (WAIS-IV). See P-3.

10, -was _ and -nonths old at the time of the aforesaid
Psycho-Educational Evaluation. Dr. Rudin was unable to opine as to whether the
IQ score of 68 would have correlated to the same IQ score of 68 if -had
been tested 2 ¥ months earlier, prior to his 18™ birthday.

1L -is able to take care of his own hygiene needs. He can brush his teeth,
shower, and go to the bathroom by himself. He also dresses himseif, but
sometimes his clothes don’t always match.

12, - performs chores at home such as washing the dishes and taking out the
trash,

13. -stated that he knows how to cook and likes to make fried rice, chicken,
eggs and onion rings,

14, -is also capable of taking the bus by himself provided the bus route is
direct. He also takes the bus with fiiends.

15. -is able to leave the house by himself.

16. -has had several jobs through the -public school system such
as working in the school cafeteria, at McDonalds, Shop Rite, and Job Lot. In the ;
future, -would like to work in the cafeteria and work with kids.



17. -is compensated by the City of - when he performs work that is

arranged by his school. -xplained that he spends too much money and is
not good managing money.

18.-uses a debit card rather than cash because he cannot count money fast
enough to pay for items with cash.

19. - father,_ explained that his son is not able to

undertake the responsibilities of an aduit and he is worried about his son’s welfare

when he is no longer able to care for him. According to Mr. - -

needs help.

Definitions:

Pursuant to section 1-1g of the Connecticut General Statutes, in order to be eligible for
supports or services from the Department of Developmental Services due to an
intellectual disability, an individual must demonstrate a significant limitation in
intellectual functioning and deficits in adaptive behavior that originated during the

developmental period, i.e., before the age of 18. Section 1-1g provides:

(a) Except as otherwise provided by statute, ‘intellectual disability’ means a
significant limitation in intellectual functioning existing concurrently with
deficits in adaptive behavior that originated during the developmental period
before eighteen years of age.

(b) As used in subsection (a) of this section, ’significant limitation in intellectual
functioning’ means an intelligence quotient more than two standard deviations
below the mean as measured by tests of general intellectual functioning that
are individualized, standardized and clinically and culturally appropriate to the
individual; and ‘adaptive behavior’ means the effectiveness or degree with
which an individual meets the standards of personal independence and social
responsibility expected for the individual’s age and cultural group as
measured by tests that are individualized, standardized and clinically and
culturally appropriate to the individual.

An intelligence quotient of more than two standard deviations below the mean equates to

an IQ score of 69 or lower. Christopher R. v. Commissioner, 277 Conn. 594 (2006).

The petitioner has the burden to prove that he meets the eligibility criteria for DDS

services, Id.



Discussion:

In order to meet the qualifications for intellectual disability under CGS 1-1g and receive
services from DDS, _must prove by a preponderance of the
evidence that he experiences concurrent significant limitations in intellectual functioning
and deficits in adaptive behavior that originated, that is, first occurred, during the
developmental period. Such limitations must be measured by tests that are
individualized, standardized and clinically and culturally appropriate.

The full-scale IQ scores of 60 and 68 establish that -has a significant limitation in
intellectual functioning. However, to establish an intellectual disability, the petitioner
must satisfy both prongs of the test set forth in CGS 1-1g, i.e., that he as a “significant
limitation in intellectual functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive

behavior that originated during the developmental period before eighteen years of age.”

On the adaptive behavior tests, -scored a 74 on the Vineland-III. His T scores of
37 and 56 on the Behavior Assessment System for Children Third Edition (BASC-3)
equate to standard scores of 80 and 109. The Individualized Education Program (IEP)
from 2024, states that [J | primary disability is “other health impaired”

In order to be establish the existence of an intellectual disability, the petitioner must
prove a deficit in adaptive behavior that exists concurrently with a significant limitation
in intellectual functioning that originated before the age of 18. Although -ﬁxll~
scale IQ scores are evidence of a significant limitation in intellectual functioning, his
adaptive behavior scores of 74 on the Vineland-III, and T scores 37 and 80 on the
Behavior Assessment System for Children Third Edition (BASC-3), which equate to
standard scores of 80 and 109, do not satisfy the criteria for deficits in adaptive behavior
as defined by section 1-1g of the Connecticut General Statutes. This is further supported
by the fact that -is. able to pcrfdhn many activities of daily living without the

assistance of others.



The preponderance of the evidence does not demonstrate that _

meets the standard of intellectual disability, as that term is'defined by CGS 1-1g, and thus

does not meet the eligibility criteria for DDS services.

Conclusion:

_is not eligible for DDS services as an individual with

intellectual disability.

Francis ;J/Fo'rgione

Hearing Officer






