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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
FORT MYERS DIVISION
KATHLEEN ALVAREZ,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No: 2:15¢v-363+tM-MRM

COMMISSIONER OFSOCIAL
SECURITY,

Defendant
/

OPINION AND ORDER

This cause comes before the Court on PlaiKtfthleen Alvares Complaint (Doc. 1)
filed on June 18, 2015. Plaintiff seeks judicial review of the final decision of the Ceionas
of the Social Security Administration (“SSA”) denying her claim for agokof disability and
disability insurance benefits. The Commissioner filed the Transcript of thegaliogs
(hereinafter referred to as “Tr.” followed by the appropriate page numbdnhamparties filed
legal memoranda in support of their positions. For the reasons set out herein, the dethision of
Commissioner iIREVERSED AND REMANDED pursuant to § 205(g) of the Social Security
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 405(Q).

I.  Social Security Act Eligibility, the ALJ Decision, and Standard of Review
A. Eligibility

The law efines disability as the inability to do any substantial gainful activity byreas
of any medically determinable physical or mental impairment that can be expetsditan
death or that has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not lessduban tw
months. 42 U.S.C. 88 416(i), 423(d)(1)(A); 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1505. The impairment must be

severe, making the claimant unable to do her previous work, or any other substarftil gai
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activity that exists in the national economy. 42 U.S.C. 88 423(d)(2); 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1505 -
404.1511.
B. Procedural History
OnNovember 4, 2011, Plaintiff filed an application for disability insurance benefits
asserting an onset dai€September 1, 2010. (Tr. at 167). Plaintiff's application was denied
initially on February28, 2012, and on reconsideration on June 26, 2012. (Tr. at)35A98
hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge (“ALlI"Dennis Reap on June 10, 2013.
(Tr. at 4273). The ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on August 26, 2013at10-41). The
ALJ found Plaintiff not to be under asdibility from September 1, 201(he alleged onset date,
through June 30, 201&e date last insuredTr. at37).
On April 24, 2015, the Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's request for review. (Tr. at 1-
6). Plaintiff iled aComplaint (Doc. 1) in this Court on June 18, 2015. Defendant filed an
Answer (Doc. 15) on August 27, 2015. Both parties filed memoranda in suppogtrof
positions. (Docs. 19, 24, P5The parties consented to proceed before a United States
Magistrate Judge for all proceeding§eéDoc. 20. This case is ripe for review.
C. Summary of the ALJ’s Decision
An ALJ must follow a five-gep sequential evaluation process to determine if a claimant
has proven that she is disabld®acker v. Comm’r of Social Securi§42 F. App’'x 890, 891
(11th Cir. 2013) (citinglones v. Apfell90 F.3d 1224, 1228 (11th Cir. 1999)An ALJ must

determine whether the claimant: (1) is performing substantial gainful actRjtigaé a severe

1 Unpublished opinions may be cited as persuasive on a particular point. The Court dogs not rel
on unpublished opinions as precedent. Citation to unpublished opinions on or after January 1,
2007 is expressly permitted under Rule 31.1, Fed. R. App. P. Unpublished opinions may be
cited as persuasive authority pursuant to the Eleventh Circuit Rules. 11th Cir2R. 36-



impairment; (3) has a severe impairment that meets or equals an impairment spelcstied!ip
20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1; (4) can perform past relevant work; and (5) can
perform other work of the sort found in the national econoRacker 542 F. App’x at 891
(citing 20 C.F.R. 8 404.152@illips v. Barnhart 357 F.3d 1232, 1237-40 (11th Cir. 2004)).
The claimant has the burden of proof through step four and then the burden shifts to the
Commissioner at step fivedinesSharp v. Comm’r of Soc. Se611 F. App’'x 913, 915 n.2
(11th Cir. 2013).

The ALJ found that Plaintiff met the insured status requirements through June 30, 2013.
(Tr. at 3). At step one of the sequential evaluation, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had not
engaged in substantial gainful activitgm heralleged onset date of September 1, 2010 through
her date last insured of June 30, 2013. (Tr. at 31). At step two, thieéid that Plaintiff
suffered from the following severe impairmentgephalgia due to a combination of migraines,
sinusitis, cervicogenic etiology, angedication overuse; mild cervical degenerative disc disease;
a cognitive disorder nattherwise spediéd; and a postraumatic stress disordér(Tr. at 3J).
At step three, the ALJ determindtht—from heralleged onset date of September 1, 2010
through her date last insured of June 30, 20P&intiff did not have an impairment or
combination of impirments that meets or medically equals the severity of one of the listed
impairments in 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 (20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(d), 404.1525,
404.1526) (Tr. at32).

Next, he ALJ determined thatfrom heralleged onset datd 8eptember 1, 2010
through her date last insured of June 30, 20P&intiff had the residual functional capacity
(“RFC”) to perform

light work as defined in 20 CFR 404.1567(b) except sitting or standing every thirty
minutes, foravoiding any exposuseto hazards or temperature eries, and for



performing simpleroutine, and repetitive work task&ith occasionalnteraction
with co-workers and supervisors and no interaction with the public.

(Tr. at 33).

At step four, theALJ determined that Plaintiffould notperform her past relevant work
as a “licensed practicalrse, being skilled, reqed a medium level of exertion” @ sales
clerk, beingsemiskilled, required a light level of exertior(Tr. at 35. The ALJstated that the
vocatianal expert (“VE”) “testified a person with the above residual functional capacity could
not perform either of those occupations.” (Tr. at 35).

At step five, considering Plaintiff's age, education, work experience, and REG] 0
found thatfrom Septemér 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013bs that the claimant could have
performed existed in significant numbers in the national economy.” (Tr. atB®VE testified
thatan individual with Plaintiff'sage, education, work experience, and RFC would have been
able to perform the requirements of representative occupationasutdmall products
assembler with Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT) code 739.687-030 (4,025 jthes i
state of Florida and 234,410 jobs in the nation), buttoner with DOT code 782.687-014a8j531
420,910), and stuffer with DOT code 780.687-046 (4,130 and 235,910).” (Tr. aKIBSALI
determined that th&E’s testimony was consistent with the information contained in the
Dictionary of Occupational Titles(Tr. at 41). Ultimately, the ALJ concluded that a finding of
“not disabled” was appropriate and that Plaintiff was not under a disabilitySeptember 1,
2010 to June 30, 2013. (Tr. at 36-37

D. Standard of Review

The scope of this Court’s review imited to determining whether the ALJ applied the

correct legal standartyJcRoberts v. Bowe41 F.2d 1077, 1080 (11th Cir. 1988), and whether

the findings are supported by substantial evideRezhardson v. Peraleg02 U.S. 389, 390



(1971). The Commissioner’s findings of fact are conclusive if supported by sudistanti
evidence. 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). Substantial evidence is more than a sciesillae evidence
must do more than merely create a suspicion of the existence of a fact, ancchadssuch
relevant evidence as a reasonable person would accept as adequate to support tleconclus
Foote v. Chater67 F.3d 1553, 1560 (11th Cir. 1995) (citRghardson402 U.S. at 401;
Walden v. Schweike872 F.2d 835, 838 (11th Cir. 1982)).

Where theCommissioner’s decision is supported by substantial evidence, the district
court will affirm, even if the reviewer would have reached a contrary restite finder of fact,
and even if the reviewer finds that “the evidence preponderates against” the<saner’'s
decision. Edwards v. Sullivan937 F.2d 580, 584 n.3 (11th Cir. 199grnes v. Sullivam32
F.2d 1356, 1358 (11th Cir. 1991). The district court must view the evidence as a whole, taking
into account evidence favorable as well as unfaverabthe decisionFoote 67 F.3d at 1560;
accordLowery v. Sullivan979 F.2d 835, 837 (11th Cir. 1992) (holding that the court must
scrutinize the entire record to determine reasonableness of factual findings)

II.  Analysis
Plaintiff argues three issues on appeal:
1. The ALJ filed to consider Alvarez’'s VA impairmeratmngs.
2. The ALJ did not give appropriate weight to the opinion of Dr. Kibria.

3. The RFC should have included additional limitations to account for
Alvarez’'s headaches.

(Doc. 29at 16-24). The Court addresseach ofthesearguments in turn.
A. Plaintiff's VA Impairment Rating s
Plaintiff first argueghat the ALJ failed to properly consider tilisability rating from

the Department of Veterans’ AffaifgvA”). Plaintiff relies onRodriguez v. Schweike40



F.2d 682 (5th Cir. 198%)nd SSR 06-03p, 2006 WL 2329939, at *7 (S.S.A. Aug. 9, 2006).
Specifically,Plaintiff argues that th€ourt inRodriguezheld that “[a]VA rating is certainly not
binding on the [Commissioner], but it is evidence that should be considered and is entitled to
great weight.” (Doc. 19 at 16 (citinfrodriguez 640 F.2d at 68%. Further Plaintiff argues that
the ALJ failed to closely scrutinize the VA’s disability rating as required by 86B3p. (Doc.

19 at 19 (citing 2006 WL 2329939, at *7)).

Plaintiff contendghat“the ALJ did not offer any cogent reasons for rejecting the VA’s
decision” and thaf/i]n fact, the ALJ did not even mention the impairment ratings or the finding
of unemployability in his decision.” (Doc. 19 at 1 Blaintiff further contestthe ALJ’s
conclusionthat“Nurse Ryan’s evaluation was unpersuasive because the evidence showed that
Alvarez was able to go to school and to care for her young child¢kh at 18 (citing Tr. at
35)). Plaintiff argues thatcollege courses allow for more flexibility than a work environment in
terms of setting one’s schedule and taking breaks as naad#tht “the record shows that
Alvarez’s children ar@ow in school, and there is Bwidence that it requires much physical
exertion on her part to care for thén(ld. at 1819 (citingTr. at47)). Thus, Plaintiff argues that
“[t] hese activities do not show that Alvarez can handle light work on amidlbasis. (Id. at
19). Accordingly, Plaintiff asks thatlfe Court to remand this case so that the ALJ may address
the VA's finding that Alvarez is unable to perform any substantial gainfivitgct (1d.).

Defendant disagreearguing that substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s decision that
Plaintiff was not disabled. (Doc. 24 at 3). Specificalijle Defendantacknowledges thattie

ALJ did not specifically cite the VA’s disability ratifigDefendant argues that the ALJ

2 In Bonner v. City of Prichardg6l F.2d 1206, 1209 (11th Cir. 1988n(bang, the Eleventh
Circuit Court of Appeals adopted as binding precedent all the decisions of the faftm&ireuit
handed down prior to the close of business on September 30, 1981.



mentioredthe rating twice in his decision(d. at 45 (citing Tr. at24, 26). Moreover,
Defendant argues thdte ALJ noted and discussed the findings of Nurse Ryan, which helped
form the basis for the VA'’s rating(ld. at5 (citing Tr. at23, 216-17, 386-415)). Additionally,
Defendant points ouhat ‘the ALJ specifically noted that on September 20, 2011, Plaintiff spoke
to Nurse Attardo about her request to increase her VA disability .€lgiich (citing Tr. at 24,
962)). Thus,Defendant argusthat ‘it is clear that the ALJ was aware of and considered the
evidence of Plaintiff's VA rating in his decision about whether or not PlaintiffSoeial
Security’s criteria for a finding that she was disabllgdd. (citing Tr. at24, 26).
Defendanfurtherargues that[a] lthough the ALJ may not have discussed the VA rating
as thoroughly as Plaintiff may have wished, the AldEcision reflects that he fulfilled his duty
of considering the relevant evidericé€ld.). Moreover, Defendant argues that “[i]t is clear from
the ALJ’s decision that he did not agree with the VA's assessment that Plaadiffisabled
from all work” (Id. at 6). Additionally Defendant argues that the ALJ’s decision was based on
a more completeecord because he evaluated records thatdaistl the VA’'s November 2011
rating. (d. at 7).
Finally, Defendant argues th&mandng this caséto have the ALJ further discuss the
VA rating would serve no practicalipose, would not alter the ALJ’s findings, and would be a
waste of judicial and administrative resourte®oc. 24 at 8 (citingsraham v. Apfel129 F.3d
1420, 1423 (11th Cir. 1997)). Defendant argues tRkiifitiff failed to show how the VA rating
could possibly affect the substantial evidence supportingliies decision that Plaintiff was
not disabled under the standards of the Social Security Act.at 9). Thus, Defendant argues
that “Plaintiff faled to meet her burden of providing evidence to suppofstakallegations of

disabling pain and other symptorngld.).



In evaluating this issue, the Court looks to the relevant case laRodinguez v.
Schweikerthe Court remanddthe casgein part,because¢he ALJ did not closely scrutinize the
VA's disability rating of the claimantSee640 F.2d at 686In Rodriguezthe claimant had a
VA disability rating of 100 percentld. at 684. The Court notdtat ‘{a] VA rating is certainly
not binding on the Secretary, but it is evidence that should be considered and is entitiad to gre
weight?” 1d. at 686(citing Epps v. Harris 624 F.2d 1267, 1274 (5th Cir. 198DePaepe v.
Richardson464 F.2d 92, 98 (5th Cir. 1972)). The Caitdtal that“[a] Ithough the ALJ
mentioned the Veterans Administration disability rating on [the claimbaetpbviously refused
to give it much weight. Id. Thus, the Couttteldthat “[a] VA rating of 100% disability should
have been more closely scrutinized by the ALl

Similarly, inBurch-Mack v.Commissioner of Social Securitiiis Court reversed and
remanded an action wheéime ALJ failed to consider the VA'disability rating and
accompanying rating decisiomNo. 8:15ev-1167-T-JSS, 2016 WL 4087477, at *4 (M.D. Fla.
Aug. 2, 2016) (Sneed, J.). The Court noted that “the ALJ did not offer any substantive reason for
assigning th¢VA] rating little weight other than to reject it as a fmnding disability
determination that differs fronmé Commissioner’s detminatiori despite the fact thathe ALJ
must still consider the VA'’s disability rating and cannot reject it based on tleefanethat it is
not binding’ Id. (citing Brady v. Heckler724 F.2d 914, 921 (11th Cir. 1984) for the proposition
that a VA’sdisability rating must be considered by the ALJ in making a disability
determination).In Burch-Mack the ALJconsidered the conditions identified in the $Aating
—includingPTSD, syncope, and migraine headachasdthe medical evidence submittedthe
VA, but the ALJ did not specificigl address the merits of the V&disability rating Id. As a

result, the Court noted that “there is no indication that the ALJ considered tkaating



decision, which provides a detailed explanation ofdasons for the VA disability rating. 1d.
at *5. Thus, the Court stated that it could not “conclude that the ALJ considered the VA’
disability rating in making a disability determination in this cadd.

In the present casthe VA issued a Ratig Decisionon November 22, 2011(Tr. at
212). TheVA’'s Rating Decision states:

1. Entitlement to individual unemployability is granted effective May 17, 2011.

2. Evaluation of cognitive disorder with memory loss, anxiety and insomnia, status

postraumatic brain injury (TBI), which is currently 10 percent disabling, is

increased to 5percent effective May 17, 2011.

3. Evaluation of status post cervical injury in serviod aervical muscle spasms

(alsoclaimed as cervical condition CS, C6, C7), which is currently 10 percent

disabling, is increased to 20 percent effective May 17, 2011.

4. Evaluation of migraine headaches, which is currently 30 percent disabling, is
continued.

(Tr. at 21213). The total disabilityvhen combined equals 100 perceRtaintiff argues this is a
100% disability rating by the VA.SeeDoc. 19at 9 17). The Gmmissionemnowhere disputes
this contention.The VA’s Rating Decision alsgives adetailed explaation of the reasons for
the VA’s disability rating Neverthelesshe ALJ did not specifically address t18’s Rating
Decision In fact, the ALJ only mentioned the V8ARating Decisioriwice in passingn his
review of Plaintiff’'s medical history. (Tr. at 24, 26).

Because the ALJ did not discuss or consider the VA’s Rating Decision in any maaningf
respect, this case appears to be directly analogdRedoguezandBurchrMack Like the
claimant inRodriguezMs. Alvarezhas a 100 percent disability ratin§ee640 F.2d at 684.
While aVA disability rating is not binding on thEommissionerit is evidencehat should be

considered andntitled to great weightSee d.; see als@Brady, 724 F.2dat 921. Thus,like



Rodrigueza VA rating of 10(ercentdisability should have been more closely scrutinized by
the ALJ See640 F.2d at 686.

Moreover, likeBurch-Mack the VA’s Rating Decisiohereprovideda detailed
explaration of thereasons for the VA disability rating 2016 WL 4087477, at *4. In fact, the
VA's Rating Decision specifically addresses Plaintiff’'s mental impairment, cemjages, and
migraine headacheseachfound to be severe by the ALJ. (Tr. at 212-18gverthelessas in
Burch-Mack, there is no indicatiohere that the ALJ considered the \é&Rating Decisiomr
thatthe ALJ specificdy addresedthe merits of the VAs disability ratingof Plaintiff. See id.
Accordingly, like Burch-Mack the Court cannot concludeat the ALJ considered the V&'’
disability rating as requiredn making a disability determination in this cagee d. at *4-5;
see als@rady, 724 F.2dat921.

Because the ALJ failed to consider the VA'’s disability rating in makingabdity
determination in this case, the Court reverses the Commissia®ision and remands the case
to the Commissioner to consider the BAlisdility rating and accompanying RatingBision.

B. Plaintiff's Migraine Headaches

The Courtnext addresses Phiff's arguments as to her migraine headacHhaintiff
argues that “the RF@ssessment does not sufficiently account for Alvarez’s migraine
headaches.” (Doc. 19 at 23). Specifically, Plaintiff argues that “jgberd does not support the
ALJ’s finding that the headaches significantly improved with treatrhegihd. (citing Tr. at 23)).
In fact, Plaintiff states thalurse Bishr noted a few months before ltearingthat Plaintiff“had
tried many different medications with no noticeable improsetri (d. (citing Tr. at 1200)).
Moreover, Plaintiff points to treatment notes showing that “she has one to two hegukches

week, which last at least a day(ld. (citing Tr. at578, 582, 607, 1044, 1076)urther,Plaintiff

10



states that “[the ALJpointed out that Alvarez was discharged from the TBI clinic back in"2011
but she contends thaglie was only discharged from the acute care prograleh.(citing Tr. at

23)). Plaintiff stateghat “sherepeatedly had to follow up with Dr. Villalba, and she continued to
complain of biweekly headaches up through the time of the hearilth.at 2324 (citingTr. at
1076).

Plaintiff furtherargues that “[t]he record reflects that Alvarez’s headaches cause
additional functional limitations beyond those included in the RFC assessrienat 24).
Specifically, Plaintiff states that “lte headaches cause severe pain as well as symptoms such as
nausea and photophobia.ld.((citing Tr. at578, 1044). Further, Plaintiffargues that
“[w] henever they strike, she has to go and lie down in a dark rodda (ci{ing Tr. at 604)).

Plaintiff argues that “[$hce the headaches occur once or twice a week, can last up to a day, (see,
e.g., Tr. 636-37), the ALJ should have noted in the RFC that Alvarez wosgdat least four

days of work per month.(Id.). Plaintiff notes thathe VEtestified that “a competitive

employer would not tolerate such a high number of absences, so the record compelg a findin
that Alvarez’s headaches are disablingd. (citing Tr. at 71)). Accordingly, Plaintiff requests

“the Court to remand this case so that the ALJ magveddate how Alvarez’s headaches affect

her ability to work: (1d.).

Defendant disagrees, arguing that the ALJ properly determined PlaiRifCs (Doc. 24
at 14). Defendant further argues thRatdintiff fails to demonstrate that her migrajse]
actually resulted in additional limitations not included in the ALJ RFA@. at 15). Thus,
Defendant argues that “fi¢ ALJ’s determination of Plaiffits RFC was based on substantial

evidence of record and Plaintiff failed to prove she was more lirhifgd. at 16).

11



In evaluating this issue, the Court notes that a claim&#G is the moghata claimant
is able to do despite her physical and mental limitations. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1545(a)(1). Koreove
in determining whether Plaintiff can return to her past relevant work, theniisd determine
Plaintiffs RFC using all of the relevant medicaldasther evidence in the recor®hillips, 357
F.3d at 1238-39; 20 C.F.R. 8§ 404.1520(&everthelessas stated aboveshere the
Commissioner’s decision is supported by substantial evidence, the district dbaftinm, even
if the reviewer would have reached a contrary result as the finder of fact, and #neen if
reviewer finds that “the evidence preponderates against” the Commission&isrdec
Edwards 937 F.2dat 584 n.3 Barnes 932 F.2d at 1358.

Upon consideration of the evidence presented in this case, the Court cannot conclude that
the ALJ’s RFC findings are based upon substantial evidence. For ingteesk) stated that
“[r]legarding the claimant’s cephalgia, the medical evideteraonstrates they improved with
treatment” and thdon June 3, 2011, her TBI ID team discharged her from the TBI ¢ligia.
at 34). The records cited by Plaintiffowever, show a different storf2laintiff cites specific
medical evidence of recoadfter June 3, 201%$howng thatPlaintiff continued to complain of
migraine headaches once or twice a wlasking a day or two.Doc. 19 at 23citing e.g, Tr. at
578, 607, 1044))Further, a additional medical recomfter June 3, 2011 notdékat Plaintiff
“had tried many different medications with no noticeable improveihéid. (citing Tr. at
1200)). Moreover Plaintiff's contentiornthat she was only discharged frone tacute care
programat the TBI clinic— not the entire programandthat she continued to follow up with Dr.
Villalba appears to be supported by the recold. (€iting Tr. at 450)). Thus, it appears that the

ALJ’s findings as to Plaintiff's migraine headaclaes not supported by substantial evidence.

12



Furthermore, whil®efendant argues thaPlaintiff fails to demonstrate that her migraine
actually resulted in additional limitations natluded in the ALJ RFC (Doc. 24 at 15)the
Court finds that there is ample evidence of record to support Plaintiff's conteairshée had
additional limitations not included in the RFC assessmEat.instace, the medical records
show that “nausea and photophdkaae associated with Plaintiffreeadaches.Dc. 19 at 23
(citing Tr. at 578, 1044) FurthermorePlaintiff cites specific medical evidence of record
showing that she continued to complain of migraine headaxctuesor twice a week lasting a
day or two (Id. (citing Tr. at 578, 607, 1044) The Court finds thaheserecord support
Plaintiff's contention that her migraifeeadaches affect her ability to work to a greater extent
than is reflected in the RFC assessment.

In this instancebecause Plaintiff has cited to significant medical evidence of record
demonstrating thaghemay have additional limitationsot included in the RFC assessméme,
Court cannot conclude that the ALJ’s decision is supported by substantial evidence.
Accordingly, the Court reverses the Commissiandgcision and remands the case to the
Commissioner toeconsider the medical evidenceretordregarding Plaintiff's migraine
headaches.

C. Plaintiff’'s Remaining Argument as to Dr. Kibria

Becausdhe Court has found that, upon remand, the Au3treconsider thenedical
evidence of record, which contaimgpairment evidence, and that evidence may impact the
Court’s analysis of other elements of the ALJ’s Decision, the Court findsrtpatkeng on

Plaintiff's remaining argument as to Dr. Kibmaould be premature at this time.

13



II. Conclusion
Upon consideration of the submissions of the parties and the administrative record, the
Court finds that the decision of the ALJ is not supported by substantial evidence. Upon remand,
the Commissioner shou(d) consider the VAS disdility rating and acompanying Rating
Decision and?2) reconsidethe medical evidence of record

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1) The decision of the CommissionelREVERSED and REMANDED pursuant to
sentence four of 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g) for the Commissioner to consider tlse VA’
disablity rating and accompanying Rating Decision émdeconsidethe medical
evidence of record

2) The Clerk of Court is directed to enter judgment accordingly, terminate adinge
motions and deadlines, and close the file.

3) If Plaintiff prevails in this ase on remand, Plaintiff must comply with the Order
(Doc. 1) entered on November 14, 2012, in Misc. Case No.r6cP24-Orl-22.

DONE AND ORDERED in Fort Myers, Florida oseptember,72016.

Yl

MAC R. MCCOY)
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

Copies furnished to:

Counsel of Record
Unrepresented Parties

14



