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sioner of Social Security Administration Doc.

WO
INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

John Arriaga, No. CV-16-0755-TUC-L&

Plaintiff, ORDER
V.
Nancy A. Berryhill,

Defendan

Plaintiff John Arriaga filed this actiopursuant to 42 U.S.(G8 405(g) seeking
judicial review of a final decisionby the Commissioner of Social Securit
(Commissioner). (Doc. 1.) Before the Coare Arriaga’s Opening Brief, Defendant’

Responsive Brief, and Arriaga’s Reply. (Docs. 19, 28, 31.) The parties have conser
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Magistrate Judge jurisdiction. (Doc. 21.)9ed on the pleadings and the administrative

record submitted to the Court, the Court remands this matter for further proceedings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Arriaga received Supplemental Security Income (SSI) as a child for AD
beginning in 2002. (Administrative Record (AB3.) When SSA reviewed his case as
adult, it determined he was not disabledofdanuary 13, 2014AR 86, 101.) Arriaga
then filed an application foSSI on Februari2, 2014. (AR 189.) Halleged disability
from January 1, 1999.d.) On June 13, 2014, a dighty hearing officer, without
holding a hearing, determined that Arriagas not disabled. (AR 87, 118-26.) Arriaga

application was denied upamitial review (AR 86-104) ad on reconsideration (AR 105t
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50). A hearing was held on January 8, 20AR 47-85), after whik an ALJ found that
Arriaga was not disabled because he dopérform work availale in the national
economy (AR 28-39). TdhAppeals Council denied Arriagarequest to review the ALJ’S
decision. (AR 5.)

FACTUAL HISTORY

Arriaga was born on July 2@994, making him 5 years afje at the onset date @
his alleged disability and 19 at the date&S&A’s non-disability finthg. (AR 58.) Arriaga
never has been employed.

The ALJ found, as of Janyal3, 2014, Arraga had three severe impairment
borderline intellectual functioning, mood diserdand attention deficit disorder (ADD)
attention deficit hyperactivity disordeADHD). (AR 30.) The ALJdetermined Arriaga
had the RFC to perform lightork but should never climtadders, ropes or scaffolds
and should avoid hazards. (AR 33.) He lidit#rriaga to short and simple instruction
and simple work-related decisions, and ootcasional interactiowith the public and
co-workers. id.) The ALJ concluded at Step Fijvbased on the Medical-Vocationg
Guidelines, that Arriaga cadilperform work that exists significant numbers in the
national economy. (AR 38.)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Commissioner employs a five-step saudial process to evaluate SSI claim
20 C.F.R. § 416.92(see also Heckler v. Campheflél U.S. 458, 460-462 (1983). T
establish disability the claimant bears terden of showig he (1) is not working;
(2) has a severe physical or mental impairment; (3) the impairment meets or equi
requirements of a listed impairment; and (4) claimant's RFC precludes him
performing his past work. 20 C.F.R. § 416.9904). At Step Five, & burden shifts to
the Commissioner to show that the claimhas the RFC to performather work that
exists in substantial numisem the national economidoopai v. Astrug499 F.3d 1071,
1074 (9th Cir. 2007). If the Commissioner corstvely finds the claimant “disabled” of
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“not disabled” at any point ithe five-step process, she doed proceed to the next step.

20 C.F.R. 8 416.920(a)(4).

“The ALJ is responsible for determinimgedibility, resolving conflicts in medical
testimony, and for resolving ambiguitie®hdrews v. Shalaleb3 F.3d 1035, 1039 (9th
Cir. 1995) (citingMagallanes v. Bower881 F.2d 747, 750 (91Gir. 1989)). The findings

of the Commissioner are meant to be conclusive if suppbstesibstantial evidence. 42

U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). Substantiavidence is “more than a meescintilla but less than 3
preponderance.Tackett v. Apfell80 F.3d 1094, 1098 t#®Cir. 1999) (quotingViatney v.
Sullivan 981 F.2d 1016, 1018 (9th Cir. 1992)). The court may overturn the decisiq
deny benefits only “when the ALJ’s findingsedrased on legal error or are not support
by substantial evidence in the record as a whdleKland v. Massanarl57 F.3d 1033,
1035 (9th Cir. 2001). This is so becauke ALJ “and not the reewing court must

resolve conflicts in the evahce, and if the evidencercaupport either outcome, the

court may not substitute its judgment for that of the AlMatney 981 F.2d at 1019
(quoting Richardson v. Peralest02 U.S. 389400 (1971));Batson v. Comm’r of Soc
Sec. Admin. 359 F.3d 1190, 1198 (9th CiR004). The Commissioner's decisior
however, “cannot be affirmedimply by isolating a specific quantum of supportir
evidence.”Sousa v. Callahanl43 F.3d 1240, 1243 {® Cir. 1998) (citingHammock v.

Bowen 879 F.2d 498, 501 (9th ICi1989)). Reviewing courts rsticonsider the evidence

that supports as well as detraciom the Commissioner’'s conclusiobbay V.
Weinberger522 F.2d 1154, 115@th Cir. 1975).
DISCUSSION

Arriaga argues the ALJ committed fiveras: (1) he failed to consider the

combined impact of all impements; (2) he failed to provide clear and convincif
reasons for rejecting Arriagatredibility; (3) he improperlyeighed the medical opinion
evidence; (4) he failed to develop the mecand call a vocational expert; and (5) |
cherry-picked and failed to consider progeall evidence. The allegations of Claim

will be discussed within Claims 1, 2, and 3.
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Combined I mpairments

Arriaga argues the ALJ failed to comsidthe impact of all his combinec
impairments, severe and non-sever&tap Two and in formulating the RFC.

First, Arriaga cites 20 C.F.R. § 416.928hich requires an ALJ to consider a

impairments combined vem determining if a claimant tssfies the severity requirement

at Step Two. The ALJ found Arriaga haddérsevere impairments at Step Two. Becal
Arriaga was not denied at Step Two, he falarticulate how thALJ erred by not using
all impairments to make a severity finding.

Second, as to Step TwArriaga also argues the ALJilied to find that his right
knee problems, flat feet, and asthma weegere. A finding of disability requires al
“inability to do any substantial gainful adtiy by reason of any nikcally determinable
physical or mental impairment20 C.F.R. § 416.905. An ipairment must last or beg
expected to last for 12 or more monthsl anust be “established by medical eviden
consisting of signs, symptoms, and labonatfindings, not only by your statement g
symptoms.” 20 C.F.R. 88 41888, 416.909. An impairment faot severe if it does not

significantly limit your physical or mental alty to do basic work activities.” 20 C.F.R. §

1521.
The medical records revealriaga complainedf right knee pain beginning in
July 2014. (AR 514.) Arriagwas scheduled for surgery on March 2, 2015. (AR 506.)

records demonstrate knee pain lasting ntben 12 months, as required for a seve

impairment at Step Two. There are no medical records diagnosing flat fee

documenting any symptoms from flat feet. Tavdy evidence of #t feet comes from
Arriaga’s self-reports, which is not sufficientéstablish an impairnme¢ at Step Two. The
records reveal a diagnosis of mild asthma at least periodic use of an inhaler. (A
512-14.) However, there is no evidence thatrasiiflat feet, or knee pain had more tha
a minimal limitation on his ability to perfortmasic work activities. Thus, Arriaga fails tq
establish that the ALJ erred at Step Two.
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Finally, Arriaga argues that the ALthust consider all impairments whe
determining a claimant’s RFC. The only specdrgument he makas that an RFC for

light work is inconsistent with his physicahpairments because it requires a good dea

walking/standing or pushing/pullg of leg controls. Arriaga gues that he has limitations

as to those capabilities due to knee paiat feet, and asthma. There are no medi
opinions in the record finding physical limitations inconsistent with the exertid
requirements of light work. Thus, Arriagashaot established the ALJ erred as to t
physical limitations of the RFC. To the tert Arriaga is arguing the ALJ ignorec
medical evidence of non-exential limitations when determimg his RFC, such as angel
psychotic symptoms, social isolation, paranaiad learning impairments, the basis of tl
argument is unclear. Arriag does not articulate whdimitations (as opposed tg
symptoms) are supported by the necbut not included in the RFC.

Credibility

Arriaga argues the ALJ failleto provide clear and convincing reasons to reject
testimony. In general, “quisns of credibility and resotion of conflicts in the
testimony are functions solely” for the AlBarra v. Astrue481 F.3d 742, 750 (9th Cir
2007) (quotingSample v. Schweike694 F.2d 639, 642 (9tkir. 1982)). However,
“[w]hile an ALJ may certainly find testimony neotedible and disregard it . . . [the cour
cannot affirm such a detemation unless it is supped by specific findings and
reasoning.’Robbins v. Soc. Sec. Admi#66 F.3d 880, 884-8®th Cir. 2006)Bunnell v.
Sullivan 947 F.2d 341, 345-346 (9th Cir. B)9(requiring specificity to ensure 4
reviewing court the ALJ did not arbitrarilyjeet a claimant’s subjective testimony); SS
96-7p. “To determine whether a claimantastimony regarding subjective pain ¢
symptoms is credible, an ALJ mwstgage in a two-step analysikihgenfelter v. Astrue
504 F.3d 1028, 1035-36 (9th Cir. 2007).

Initially, “the ALJ must determine wheth¢he claimant has presented objectiy
medical evidence of an underlg impairment ‘which could reasonably be expected

produce the pain or other symptoms allegeldi:"at 1036 (quotindunnel| 947 F.2d at
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344). The ALJ found Arriaga haghtisfied part one of thegeby proving an impairment
that could produce the symptoms allegedR(84.) Next, if “there is no affirmative
evidence of malingering, the ALJ can rejéuo¢ claimant’s testimony about the severity
of her symptoms only by offering specificlear and convincing reasons for doing sQ.
Tommasetti v. Astry®33 F.3d 1035, 1039 (9th Cir. 2008) (quotBmolen v. ChateB0
F.3d 1273, 1281, 12834 (9th Cir. 1996))Here, the ALJ did not make a finding o‘f

e

malingering. Therefore, to support his discaougtof Arriaga’s assertions regarding th

severity of his symptoms, the ALJ had t@yde clear and convincing, specific reasors.
See Garrison v. Colvjn759 F.3d 995, 1014-15 (9th Cir. 201¥asquez v. Astru&72
F.3d 586, 591 (9tkir. 2008) (quotind-ingenfelter 504 F.3d at 1036).

The ALJ’'s discussion of edibility is not optimally organized. However, he
identifies several reasons tiscredit Arriaga’s credibilityand the Court will consider
each in turn. First, the ALJ stated that melcdid not support disgding mental symptoms
or inability to function due to learning dibilities. (AR 34.) ThéALJ relied on records

from when Arriaga was in highchool. Arriaga graduated 2013, two years before the

ALJ issued his decision. Critically, the record reflects that Arriaga’s mental health bega

deteriorating in Novembe?2013 (AR 444); therefore, ¢hhigh school records do not
accurately reflect his mental functionirduring the relevanperiod from 2014 and
beyond. The ALJ also reliedn Arriaga taking courseat the community college,
beginning in January 2014, to support hisding that he could concentrate, perform
adequately, and learn new things. (AR 34,.) Arriaga enrolled in two “basic” or
“remedial” pre-college courses with suppbidm the office for dsability services. (AR
59, 482.) In March and April 2@, Arriaga told his counseldinat he had no problems in
college and was passing without studyingR(A76, 478.) However, in January 201!

Ul

Arriaga reported to his psi@mtric NP that he found two classes overwhelming and was

going to reduce to one course. (AR 509.)une) 2015, she reported that Arriaga found it

hard to concentrate and grasp the mat@nidhe classes. (AR 361A July 2015 letter

A

from a rehabilitation specialistaged that Arriaga did not pa his remedial classes. (AR

-6 -




© 00 N O O b~ W DN B

N NN NN NNNDNRRRRRR R R R
0 ~N O OO0 W NP O © 00N O 0 W N PP O

350.) There is not substantial evidenceupport the ALJ’s reliancen Arriaga’s college
classes as reflecting concentratend a high level of functioning.

Second, the ALJ concluded that Aragvas capable of learning new thing
because his counselor encouraged his paterieach him to drive. (AR 35.) Arriaga ha
not alleged that he cannot laaanything new, therefore, thisding does not reflect on
his credibility. However, thre is record evidendhat he has been unable to learn t
skills necessary to live dependently. (AR 262.) Thé&LJ relied on one record
documenting a therapist and Arriaga’s parents discussing a willingness to teach A
to drive. (AR 476.) At numeus points in the record, Aaga reports that he has ng
learned to drive because he is afraid hieget angry while drivhg and have to pull over
or hurt someone. (AR 82, 398, 484.) Theren®d substantial evehce to support the
ALJ’s finding that Arriaga’s impairmentare not as limiting as alleged because

therapist believed him capable of learning to drive.

Third, the ALJ relied on reed evidence that Arriaga was not fully compliant with

treatment. (AR 36.) Arriaga stopped takisgizure medication and ADHD medicatior
(Id.) The cessation of these medications o sometime before Arriaga reachg
adulthood, duringa period not relevant this adult disability aplication. The ALJ has
not identified any record evidence that Aga has not been compliant with medicatio
prescribed to him as an adult. Further, asdmlt, Arriaga has been prescribed Conce
to improve his concentration and focus, and there is no record evidence he w
compliant with that presigtion. (AR 73, 489, 495.)

Fourth, the ALJ relied on improvement Aariaga’s mental balth symptoms due
to medication. (AR 35.) Even the ALJ ackrledges that Arriaga had at best “son

improvement.” [d.) The record indicates that medication reduced but did not elimit

Arriaga’s auditory hallucinations, he conigd to see a shadow and have difficulty

sleeping, felt paranoid, and continued todepressed and angry. RA361-62, 484, 489,
509, 528.) Arriaga’s limited progress insponse to medication is not a clear al

convincing reason to discouhts credibility. Therecord as a whole demonstrates th
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Arriaga continued to experience signifitamental health symipms after numerous
medication trials.See Garrison v. Colvin759 F.3d 995, 1012-13 (9th Cir. 2014
(“Reports of ‘improvement’ in the context ofental health issuesust be interpreted
with an understanding of the patients/erall well-being and the nature of he
symptoms.”)

Fifth, the ALJ found thaArriaga’s activities of daily living are not as limited &
expected based on the assertdisability; rather, they suggest a significant degree
overall functioning. (AR 36.) The ALJ cites Aaga’s activitiessuch as fishing, tennis
video gaming, household helpyihg with a girlfriend, andsocializing with family and
college friends.Ifl.) Critically, “the mere fact that plaintiff has carried on certain daily
activities . . . does not in any way detract from her credibility &etmverall disability.”
Vertigan v. Haltey 260 F.3d 1044, 10509th Cir. 2001). However, if a claimant’s
activities contradict his testimony, or the otaint spends a substahtportion of his day
at activities that involve skillsransferable to a work setting, those circumstances
form the basis for an adversredibility determinatiorSee Orn495 F.3d at 639.

The ALJ’'s findings aboutArriaga’s activities are nofully supported by the
record. Although Arriaga mentions fishingnd tennis, there 0 indication that
happened more thamfrequently. (AR 247.) In contsh, numerous records indicat
Arriaga lived a sedentary lifedey (AR 74, 244, 246480, 484.) Arriaga’s treating menta
health provider noted that Arriaga neverelivwith a girlfriend, that fact had bee
documented in error. (AR61.) The record as a whole rppeularly the later documents
indicated Arriaga spent large amounts ofdimlone and rarely socialized. (AR 39¢
December 2013, Arriaga reportéaat he was “sometimesomfortable around people’
but didn’t ride public transpbbecause he didn’'t want to taik people; AR 447: January
2014, Arriaga stated that he did not haveoaial life and rarelyent anywhere without
his mother; AR 472: April 2014, being aradi other kids made im anxious and angry;
AR 485: September 2014, he had “sofmends” but only messaged on Facebook a
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spent some time witlyounger cousins; AR 64, 66: May 2015, he made unsucces
efforts to spend timeith friends but spera lot of time alone.)

During 2014 and 2015, Arriaga’s typiaddy involved attending remedial colleg
courses (but not doing thesagned homework), helping soramund the buse and with
pet care, playing video games)d occasional shopping wikttis mother. (AR 398, 442.)
The limited activities that are supported by the recordheeitontradict Arriaga’s
testimony nor equate to spendiagubstantial portion of his gat skills transferable to
the work place. Arriaga’s dailgictivities are not a clear and convincing reason suppo
by substantial evidence to discount his credibility.

The remaining basis for discounting Arréeg credibility is tle objective medical
evidence. If the objective medical evidence fully explain@thamant’s symptoms then
credibility would be irrelevaniCredibility factos into the ALJ decision onlywhen the

claimants stated symptoms are not substardidig the objective medical evidence. SS

96-7p. Thus, it is error for aALJ to discount credibilitysolely because a claimant’s

symptoms are not substantitey the medical evidencHd.; Light v. Soc. Sec. Admjn.
119 F.3d 789, 792 (9th Cif997). As this is the only bes remaining for the ALJ's
credibility finding (AR 36) it isinsufficient to sustain itAdditionally, the ALJ did not
delineate with any clarity what “objective dieal evidence” was contrary to Arriaga’
symptom testimony.

In sum, the ALJ failed to provide clear and convincing reasons supporte
substantial record evidencegopport his credibility finding.

Medical Opinion

Arriaga argues that evetice showed he had a lindt&®FC but the ALJ failed to

give proper weight to the@pinions of psychologist Clas Vega, counselor Yassar

Canchola, treating psychiatrinurse practitioner Linda Bainger, and psychologist
Machelle Martinez. In determining aaginant's RFC, the ALJ must considéany
statements about what you can still do’nfranedical sources or other persons th
observe the claimant’s limitains. 20 C.F.R. § 416.945(a)(3).
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Psychologist Carlos Vega examined Aga on September 10, 2014, at the requiest
of his mental health treatment team. (A83.) Although Dr. Vegaummarized Arriaga’s
current symptoms and conductiedting he did not evaluatehat Arriaga “could still do”

in a work setting. (AR 483-86.) The ALJ statdtht he considered this evaluation |n

conjunction with the entirety of the treatmhi@ecords but that the psychologist had not
provided a functional assessment. (AR J&iaga relies on the ftowing portions of

Dr. Vega’s report: Arriaga was “far fromittking about living independently,” he wa

v/

immature, a diagnosis of major depressiaith mood cagruent psychiic symptoms,
and a recommendation for more extensive psydc and psychological intervention,
(Doc. 19 at 16.) Plaintiff fails to articulate atportion of the RFC is inconsistent with gn
opinion of Dr. Vega, other than a generaltsient that the psyclogist found Arriaga’s
impairments severe. Plaintiff fails to establibat the ALJ erred ievaluating the report
by Dr. Vega.

Similarly, Yassar Canchola did not offefunctional evaluation of Arriaga’s work
abilities; he merely restated Arriaga’s current diagnosis, medications, and status,
505.) Plaintiff fails to pointo any opinion of Canchola dhthe ALJ failed to properly
weigh.

Treating nurse practitione Linda Banzinger found Arriaga had significant
functional limitations: he was markedly limitdn remembering work-like procedures,
understanding/remembering/carrying out dethilastructions, maintaining attentiony
concentration for extended periods, perfergnwithin a schedule, working in proximity
with others, completing a nmal work week withoutpsychological interruption,
interacting with the pukz, accepting criticism, getig along with coworkers,
maintaining socially appropriate behaviorspending to work changes, traveling to
unfamiliar places, and planning independently; and moderately dinmtanderstanding/
remembering/carrying out simplastructions, sustaining autne without supervision,
making simple work-related decisions, askisignple questions, and being aware pf
hazards. (AR 526-27.) She edt that his employment gabilities were limited by
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emotional instability. (AR 528.) ThALJ stated that he gaweis opinion paial weight

in light of the treating relationship. (AR 37 he ALJ did not clarify what portions of hef

opinion, if any, he accepted. @fRFC, however, is much lessstrictive than Banzinger’s

findings.

To reject the opinion of a nurseagtitioner, an ALJ must provide germane

reasons.See Popa v. Berryhjli872 F.3d 901, 907 (9th Cir. 2017) (noting that t

regulations are outdated to the extent a imgatiurse practitioner is considered an “other

source” not a “medical source”). The ALJeefed the opinion dBanzinger because he

ne

concluded her findings were nstipported by the treating notes that document Arriaga’s

daily activities, college attendancedafamily and otherelationships.Ifl.) As discussed

above in the section on credity, there is not substantial cerd evidence to support the

ALJ’s conclusion that Arriaga’ daily activities, colleget&endance, and relationship
demonstrate a high level of functioning cistesnt with the ALJ’s RFC finding. Becaus
this was the only basis on which the ALJ relieddiscount the opinion of Banzinger, h
erred in rejected her opom without a germane reason.

Psychologist Machelle Martinez conductad exam of Arriag in December 2013
and issued a psychological medical sowstement. (AR 402$he found Arriaga had

moderate limitations in conceation, maintaining sociallyappropriate behavior, anc

accepting instruction; and miltimitations in understandg and remembering simple

(72

1%

instructions, completing simplasks, adjusting to change, and taking appropriate action.

(Id.) She concluded Arriaga could maintain work attendanice) The ALJ did not
mention Dr. Martinez’'s opinion in his dieion. The ALJ concluded Arriaga coul
respond appropriately to supervisors (AR 33)iclttould be interpreteas a rejection of
Dr. Martinez’s opinion that Arriaga wasaaerately limited in accepting instruction.

Additionally, Dr. Martinez found moderate litations in concentration that are ng

! Drs. Goldberg and Novak found Arriagad moderate limitations in interactin

with the OPUb"'C and cowols. (AR 427, 463.) Based on those opinions, the ALJ
Arriaga was limited to occasiongkmaction with the public and coworkers.

conclude
Thus, if the ALJ had adoptesd moderate limitation in accepgnnstruction, that should
have resulted in a limitain on supervision as well.
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clearly reflected in the ALJ’s decision. It svarror for the ALJ to reject portions of Dr,.

Martinez’s opinion without explanatio®&ee Garrison v. Colvjn759 F.3d 995, 1012-13
(9th Cir. 2014).
CONCLUSION
A federal court may affirmmodify, reverse, or remand a social security case.
U.S.C.§ 405(g). The Court found that the ALded in rejecting the testimony of nurs

practitioner Banzinger without a germane reasomngjecting the opinion of examining

psychologist Machelle Martinez withoutx@anation, and in discounting Arriaga’'s

credibility without clear and convincing reas@upported by substantial evidence. Wh{
a court finds that an administrative decisierflawed, the remedy should generally
remand for “additional inveigation or explanation.INS v. Ventura537 U.S. 12, 16
(2006) (quotingFla. Power & Light Co. v. Lorion470 U.S. 729, 744 (1985p9ee also
Moisa v. Barnhart367 F.3d 882, 886 (9th Cir. 2004).

Although Arriaga requestsramand for an award of beiitef he fails to set forth
the basis for such a remand. tiges not articulate how thercent record establishes tha

he is disabled. To the contrary, he argues tihe ALJ was required to further develop tt

record and obtain the testimony of a voma#l expert. The Court agrees that further

development upon remand is required.
Because the Court is remanding the mndfbe further develpment, it need not

rule on Arriaga’s claim thathe ALJ erred in not furtlhledeveloping the record anc

obtaining the testimony of a vocational expeAt the hearing, the ALJ noted that the

record he was looking at was a “differentraal” than had been reviewed in the earli
administrative proceedings. (AR 84.) Ti@ourt agrees. Arriaga began experiencil
significant anger and depression in Noven2@t3. (AR 444.) He fst reported auditory
and visual hallucinations in Ju2014. (AR 464.)The state agency ariners, to whom
the ALJ gave great weight, conducted thiewriews in January and April 2014. (AR 412
28, 463.) Therefore, these reviewers had se®n the scope ofrAaga’s 2014 mental

health records documentings developing symptoms including psychosis. The A
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rejected the only opion on Arriaga’s functional abilitielsy a mental health professione
(psychiatric nurse practitiondanzinger) that had examinédriaga in the 18 months
prior to the ALJ’s decisionnstead, the ALJ based the RE@tirely on the stale opinions
of non-examining physicians. After the Akdconsiders the opinioref Banzinger and
Martinez, he may need to t@in a current functional revielwy a consulting examiner
Additionally, the testimony of a vocationekpert may be necessary after the ALJ 1
determines Arriaga’s noexertional limitations.

Accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED that this case is remandedtte ALJ for anew hearing and
further proceedings, pursuantgentence four of 42 U.S.§.405(g). The Clerk of Court
should enter judgmerind close this case.

Dated this 26th daof March, 2018.

J Honorable Lynette C. Kiﬁlmins
United States Magistrate Judge
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