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improperly determined that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction over appeal;
law of case doctrine; claim that trial court improperly dismissed appeal because
plaintiff appealed from final decision by administrative agency in accordance
with applicable statute (§ 4-166 [5] [A] and [C]); whether appeal was taken from
agency determination in contested case; whether plaintiff possessed statutory
or regulatory right to have defendant Connecticut State Employees Retirement
Commission decide her rights or privileges in hearing; whether governing statutes
or applicable regulations required commission to hold hearing to determine
plaintiff’s rights or privileges in hearing; whether fact that hearing was in fact
held before commission rendered appeal as having been taken from final decision
under act.
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