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Tht: H am‘lg{ Officer’ 8 f' nrimgs nf fart are accepted however, the lega} conclusions are
Ay : "i’s ehg1b1hty appaai is therefore demed The Heamnﬂ

: malce her demsmn based up@n Lonmderanon of
anon in Pharmiac 350 Mass. 246 253, 214 N.E.2d

63, 68 (1966). SRS ]

© Relevapt F_indin us of Fact

The primary issue. presented by -this appeal is whether the Appellam’s ntellectual
ﬁr.nctipning meets the AAMR requirement for a didgnosis of mental ratardatibn. According to
the ‘Hearing Officer’s Findings, the Appellant underwent a series of testing for intellectnal
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( onclusmn that the  appellant was. not-a person with mental

T iny ej.rehed upon io
ility ds the ragulanom I;u ght m" the exp rt‘tf:stlmony that the

- AAM deﬁmtxon' and Iackmg ariy expert test:rnony to qupport that the
: ividual with TQ test scorés within the accepted range, it was an abuge of
'fdtscm“ehon and contrary to Iaw to conclude that the Appe]lam was a person with meéhtal
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&5 that the result of thls|ev luation aued

e Appellant s younger sister testified on behalf of the
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