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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION
TIMOTHY W. CAIN, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
VS. ) No. 1:15ev-00068IMS-MJID
)
CAROLYN W. COLVIN, )
)
)

Defendant.

ENTRY REVIEWING THE COMMISSIONER’S DECISION

Plaintiff Timothy W. Cainapplied for disability and disability insurance benefits from the
Social Security Administration §SA’) in November 8, 201,1alleging an onset date Gfctober
31, 2008 [Filing No. 115 at 2] His applications were denied initially atfanuary 17, 2012
[Filing No. 124 at 19], and uponreconsideration on April 2, 2012fi[ing No. 114 at 13.
Administrative Law Judge ALJ") David H. Welchheld a hearing on April 16, 20135i[ing No.
114 at 44, and a supplemental hearing on September 26, 2BliBg[No. 114 at 8], whereupon
he issued a decision on October 25, 2@b3¢cluding that Mr.Cainwas not entitled t@eceive
benefits [Filing No. 112 at 9] The Appeals Councillenied review o November 24, 2014
[Filing No. 112 at 2] Mr. Cainthen filed this civil action, asking the Court to review the denial
of benefits pursuant #2 U.S.C. § 405(gR8 U.S.C. § 136Jland42 U.S.C & 1383(c)(3) [Filing

No. 1]
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l.
BACKGROUND

Mr. Cain was born on June 11, 1958jlihg No. 112 at 59, and has a high school
education with previous work experience as a production assefitilieg No. 112 at 21.* The
ALJ foundthatMr. Cainmet the insured status requirements of the Social Security Act through
December 31, 2012[Filing No. 112 at 14] Using the fivestep sequential evaluation set forth
by the SSA in20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a)(4the ALJ issued an opinion on October 25, 2013
determining that MrCainwas not entitled toeceive disability benefits.F[ling No. 112 at 12]
The ALJ found as follows:
* At Step One of the analysis, the ALJ found that Mr. Cain had not engaged in
substantial gainfuictivity? since the alleged onset dateFiling No. 112 at
14

* At Step Two of the analysis, the ALJ found that I@ain suffered from the
severe impairmerdf chronic fatigue syndrome F{ling No. 11-2 at 1§

» At Step Three of the analysis, the ALJ found that ®&in did not have an
impairment or combination of impairments that met or medically equaled the
severty of one of the listed impairment§Eiling No. 11-2 at 15

» After Step Three but before Step Four, the ALJ found thatQdm has the

residual functional capacity RFC’) for: “lifting up to twenty pounds

1 Mr. Cain detailed pertinent facts in his opening brief, and the Commissioner did not digsete t
facts. Because those facts implicate sensitive and otherwise confiderdiahimieformation
concerning Mr. Cain, the Court will simply incorporate thtzsss by reference herein. Specific
facts will be articulated as needed.

2 Substantial gainful activity is defined as work activity that is both substangaligvolves
significant physical or mental activities) and gainfué.( work that is usually done for pay or
profit, whether or not a profit is realized)0 C.F.R. § 404.1572(30 C.F.R. § 416.972(a)
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occasionally and lifting and carrying up to ten pounds frequently; sitting,
standing, and walking, respectively, for approximately two hours at one time,
each, and sitting, standing and walking, respectively, for approximasely s
hours, each, during an eight hour work day, with normal breaks; never climbing
ladders, ropes, scaffolds, but occasionally climbing ramps, stairs, lmganci
stooping, kneeling, crouching, crawling; frequently reaching, overhead
reaching, handling, i.e., gross manipulation, fingering, i.e. fine manipulation,
and feeling; never exposed woprotected heights or operating a commercial
vehicle, but occasionally exposeddrtreme cold, heat, humidity, excessive
vibrations, excessive loud noise, and occasionaigg moving machinery or
exposed to pulmonary irritants such as fumes, odors, dust and’ ggsésg
No. 11-2 at 14
* At Step Four of the analysis, the ALJ found that I@ain is capable of
performing past relevant work agpeoduction assembler.Fijing No. 112 at
21]
* The ALJ did not reach Step Five of the analysis due to his finding at Step Four
that Mr.Caincould perform his past relevant workziljng No. 11-2 at 23
Mr. Cainsought review of the ALJ’s decision from the Appeals Council, but that request
was denied, makinghe ALJ’'s decision the Commissioner’s final decision subject to judicial
review. Mr.Cainthen filed this action, asking that the Commissioner’s decision be reversed and
requesting an award of benefits, or in the alternative, that the case be remanfigthdor

proceedings. Hiling No. 1]
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Il.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

“The Social Security Act authorizes payment of disability insurance benafid
Supplemental Security Income to individuals with disabilitiézal'nhart v. Walton, 535 U.S. 212,
214 (2002) “The statutory definition of ‘disability’ has two parts. First, it regsi@ecertain kind
of inability, namely, an inability to engage in any substantial gainful actidecond it requires
an impairment, namely, a physical or mental impairment, which provides reasonifalitiéy.
The statute adds that the impairment must be one that has lasted or can b &xjeite. . not
less tharl2 months.”Id. at 217.

When an applicant appeals an adverse benefits decision, this Court’s roléed ton
ensuring that the ALJ applied the correct legal standards and that substddgatce exists for
the ALJ’s decisionBarnett v. Barnhart, 381 F.3d 664, 668 (7th Cir. 200#)tation omittedl. For
the purpose of judicial review, “[s]ubstantial evidence is such relevant ee@deana reasonable
mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusiaoh.”(quotation omitted). Because the
ALJ “is in the best position to determine the credibility of withnessesglft v. Astrue, 539 F.3d
668, 678 (7th Cir. 2008jhis Court must afford the ALJ’s credibility determination “considerable
deference,” overturning it only if it is “patently wrondpt ochaska v. Barnhart, 454 F.3d 731, 738
(7th Cir. 2006)quotations omitted).

The ALJ must apply the fivetep inquiry set forth i20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a)(4X{Y),
evaluatirg the following, in sequence:

(1) whether the claimant is currently [un]employed; (2) whether the claimant ha

a severe impairment; (3) whether the claimant’s impairment meets or equals one

of the impairments listed by the [Commissioner]; (4) whether the claimant can

perform [his] past work; and (5) whether the claimant is capable of performing
work in the national economy.
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Clifford v. Apfel, 227 F.3d 863, 868 (7th Cir. 20(@)tations omitted) (alterations in original). “If
a claimant satisfies steps one, two, and three, [he] will automaticallgunel fdisabled. If a
claimant satisfies steps one and two, but not three, then [he] must satisfy stepiceistep four
is satisfied, the burden shifts to the SSA to establish that the claimant is cappbléoahing
work in the national economy.Knight v. Chater, 55 F.3d 309, 313 (7th Cir. 1995)

After Step Three, but before Step Four, the ALJ must determine a claimant’'syRFC b
evaluating “all imitations that arise from medically determinable impairments, even those that are
not severe.”Villano v. Astrue, 556 F.3d 558, 563 (7th Cir. 2009 doing so, the ALJ “may not
dismiss a line of evidence contrary to the rulingd. The ALJ uses the RFC at Step Four to
determine whether the claamt can perform his own past relevant work and if not, at Step Five to
determine whether the claimant can perform other w&de 20 C.F.R. § 416.920(g(g). The
burden of proof is on the claimant for Steps One through Four; only at Step Five doesliéme bur
shift to the CommissionerClifford, 227 F.3d at 8G8

If the ALJ committed no legal error and substantial evidence exists to suppoititse A
decision, the Court must affirm the denial of benefitarnett, 381 F.3d at 668When an ALJ's
decision is not supported by substantial evidence, a remand for further proseetypgally the
appropriate remedyBriscoe ex rel. Taylor v. Barnhart, 425 F.3d 345, 355 (7th Cir. 2005An
award of benefits “is appropriate only where all factual issues have beereceanty the record
can yield but one supportable conclusioid” (citation omitted).

.
DiscussION

Mr. Colvin makes three arguments in support of his apfiBaihe ALJ errect Step Two
of the analysisn determining that Mr. Cain’s impairments were not severe; (2) the ALJ failed to

address the medical expert’s testimony that Mr. Cain met aledjistings 7.02 and 7.06 atep
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Three of the analysisand (3) the ALJ used the wrong legal standard to weighttéating
physicians’ opinion evidence and his decision on this issue was not supported by slibstanti
evidence. The Court will address the issues in turn.

A. Step Two

Mr. Cain argues that the Alelred at Step Two when he determined that Mr. Cain did not
suffer from severe impairments other thadmwonicfatigue syndrome which he claimswas not
mentionedn the record [Filing No. 13 af7-8.] Mr. Cain allegeshat the record clearly establishes
that his physical impairments have more than a minimal effect on his ability to wbditesthe
opinionsof treating physician®urnendu Datta, M.D., Dr. Dattd) and Marwan Ghabril M.D.,
(“Dr. Ghabril) to support this contention[Filing No. 13 at § Mr. Cain states that Dr. Datta’s
opinion describes Mr. Cain’s physical impairments and restrictions, and Dr. ikGhapmion
describes Mr. Cain’s diagnosis péptic ulcer disease amghstric outlet obstructigrwhich is
associated with blood loss and chronic anenfiiding No. 13 at 9 In addition,Mr. Cainstates
thatLee A. Fizher, M.D., (‘Dr. Fixher’), a nontreating physician, testified in the initial hearing
that Mr. Cain met or equaled the listings éwronic anemia and thrombocytopenia, but not until
February 2013.[Filing No. 13 at 9 Mr. Cain argues thahe ALJ’s findings are not supported
by substantial evidence and tiiais Court should find thatir. Cainsatisfied his burden to prove
that he suffers from peptic ulcer disease, chronic anemia, thrombocytopeniajigrathe
headached. [Filing No. 13 at 1

In response, the Commissioner argues tthatfact that the ALJ determined Mr. Cain to

suffer only from a severe impairment of chronic fatigsydromeis of no consequence to the

3 Mr. Cainstateghat the ALJ foundhefollowing impairments to be nesevere: “anemia, chronic
obstructive pulmonary disorder, peptic ulcer, carpal tunnel syndrome, migrainelesdand
substance addiction disorder, alcohol, in remission forymaars.” [Filing No. 13 at §
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outcome of the caseFi[ing No. 18 at 910.] The Commissioner states that the severity assessment
is a “threshold inquiry” that is undertaken to screen out groundless clakiis.g No. 18 at 10
(citing Castile v. Astrue, 617 F.3d 923, 927 (7th Cir. 20]0JThus, since the ALJ found Mr. Cain
to suffer from at least one severe impairmér, Commissioner arguéisat thisallowed the ALJ
to proceed to the thirgep of the evaluation process. Additionally, the Commissioner argues that
Mr. Cain does not explain how the ALJ’'s determination that Mr. Cain’s only impairnmast
chronic fatiguesyndromeaffected the outcome of tlaecision. Filing No. 18 at 11

Mr. Cain does not address this issue on reply.

A severe impairment is an impairment or combination of impairments that “significantly
limits [one’s] physical or mental ability to do basic work activitie€0 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(c)
The ALJ is required to determine at Step Two whether the claimant in fact has amiempar
combination of impairments that is sge. Castile, 617 F.3dat 92627 (citing 20 C.F.R. 8
404.1520(a)(4)(i). The burden is on the claimant to prove that the impairment is sevegs.
926. As long as the ALJ determines that the claimant has one severe impairmentJthalAL
proceed to the next step of the evaluation processat 927(citing 20 C.F.R. § 404.1533 If an
ALJ finds one or more of a claimant’s impairments to be severe, he needs to “cdhside
aggregate effect of the entire constellation of ailmemteluding those impairments that in
isolation are not severe.”Golembiewski v. Barnhart, 322 F.3d 912, 918 (7th Cir. 2003)
“Therefore, the step two determination of seyeist merely a threshold requirementCastile,
617 F.3d at 927

The Court rejects Mr. Cain’s Step Two challenge. The ALJ found Mr. Cain to have the
severe impairment of chronic fatigggndrome, [filing No. 11-2 at 1§, and &er making that

determination, the ALJ proceeded beyond Step Two in mdkmgltimate disability decision
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regarding MrCain [Filing No. 112 at 1523]. The Steprwo determination is “merely a threshold
requirement,"Castile, 617 F.3d at 927and20 C.F.R. § 404.1528equires the ALJ to consider

“the combined effect of all of your impairments without regard to whether any speirment,

if considered separately, would be of sufficientes#y.” Thus, even if it were eor for the ALJ

to not considr certain impairments to be severe at Step Two, that “particular determination is of
no consequence” because the ALJ proceeded through the remaining steps of the sequential
analysis. Castile, 617 F.3d at 927 A remand on this issue is nearranted

B. Listings 7.02 and 7.06

Mr. Cainargueghatthe ALJ erroneously decided that Mr. Cain did not nhesting 7.02
(chronic anemiapr 7.06 (chronic thrombocytopenia) at Step Three of the analysis. Mr. Cain
allegegthatduring theinitial hearing, medical expeldr. Fischertestifiedthat Mr. Cainmetthose
listings [Filing No. 13 at 11] Further, Mr. Cain argues that he was unable to obtain medical
treatment regularly due to his financial situati@amd thatit was evident fromDr. Datta’s
examination that he suffered anemia and that his condition was[#iteig No. 13 at 1] He
further states that the ALJ implied that he Vdoigsue a favorable decision if Mr. Cain agreed to
amend his onset date to February 2013 MrutCain ultimatelychose not tamend [Filing No.

13 at 11] Additionally, Mr. Cain states that the AL&dmittedthat Mr. Cain’s condition was
ongoing for years and that he was concernedMmatain’s financial circumstances prevented
him from seekingreatment. [filing No. 13 at 1{citing Filing No. 112 at 97.] He further claims
that Dr. Figher admitted that Mr. Cain’s “really low” level of hemoglobin in Febrizry3 could
have reflecteé chronic blood loss thatcurredover a period of time.Hjling No. 13 at 1]

In response, the Commissioner argues that Mr. Cain’s argument is mislbadagse it
does not address the full context of Dr.chex’s testimony at the initial hearinigis subsequent

interrogatory responsesndhis testimony athe supplementahearing.[Filing No. 18 at 11] The
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Commissioner states thatiring the initial hearingDr. Fischer did not haveopies of Mr. Cairs
February 2013nedical records, and that aftelr. Cain and hisattorneyrecited the contents of
those records, Dr. Kiker determined thaMr. Cain “me the listing for chronic anemia and
possibly chronic thrombocytopefiigincehis 2013hospitalization [Filing No. 18 at 11 The
Commissioner states thatter the hearingDr. Fischer reviewedthe additionalmedical records
and exhibitend completed interrogatory responsketermining Mr. Cain did naheetany listing.
[Filing No. 18 at 19 Further, the Commasionerargueghatduring the supplemental heaririy.
Fischer discussediir. Cain’s functional abilities againand Mr. Cain’s attorney dida askDr.
Fischerany questions.Hling No. 18 at 19

In reply, Mr. Cain does not address this issue.

The ALJ is responsible for deciding whnetr a listing is met or equaledSSR 966p.
Whether a claimarg’ condition equals a listed impairment is “strictly a medical determination”
and “the focs must be on medical evidencéforence v. Colvin, 2013 WL 3724806, at *9 (S.D.
Ind. 2013)(citing Hickman v. Apfel, 187 F.3d 683, 688 (7th Cir.1999)"[L] ongstanding policy
requires that the judgment of a physician designated by the Commissioner on the issue of
equivalence . .must be receiweinto the record as expert opinion evidence and given appropriate
weight” SSR 966p. Thus, an ALJ may rely on a statgencyphysician’s opinion to determine
medical equivalenceSee Buckhanon exrel. J.H. v. Astrue, 368 F. App'x 674, 679 (7th Cir. 2030)
see also Scott v. Sullivan, 898 F.2d 519, 524 (7th Cir. 199@he ALJ relied on thelisability
examinaibn by a state agency physician, which was conducted two monththaftdaimant filed
for benefits and resulted in a finding thia¢ claimantailedto meet any of the listings).

The Court findghatthere was enough evidence in the record for the ALJ to conclude that

Mr. Cain did not meet or equal Listings 7®27.06. Dr. Fischer participateat the nitial hearing
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through a conference callFiling No. 112 at 84] He had copies of Mr. Cain’s medical records,
but was missing exhibifsom Mr. Cain’s 2013hospitalization.[Filing No. 112 at 85] Mr. Cain
and his attorney proceeded to describe the contents of those teddrd&ischer, and based on
thattestimony, Dr. Fieherstated thahe thought MrCain met the listing of chronic anemia and
possibly a listing for chronic thrombocytopenia as of the 2013 hospitalizgtdimg No. 112 at
95.] However, after the initial hearindr. Fischer hadthe opportunity to review Mr. Cain’s
complete recordncluding the missing exhibitand opinedthat Mr. Cain did not meet or equal
any listed impairments. Hling No. 119 at 71] Whether a claimant meets a listing is strictly a
medical determination antherefore the Court finds theALJ properly relied on Dr. Feher's
opinionthat Mr. Cain did not meet any listings

C. Opinion Evidence

Mr. Cain argues thathe ALJ used the wrong legal standard in weighing the treating
physicians’ opinions and his decision was not supported by substantial evidemicg. No. 13
at 12] Mr. Cain allegeshat the ALJ gave insufficient reasons to discount the treating physicians’
opinions; for example, the ALJ statatiat oth treating physicians lacked SociagcBrity
knowledge and lacked objectivity to the extent of independent medical expgelitsy [No. 13 at
13.] Mr. Cain argues thdheseassertions would dis@lify many treating physiciar@nce most
are unfamiliar with the SocialeSurity rules and regulationsFifing No. 13 at 13 Further, Mr.
Cain arguedhat there is no evidence in the record that the treating physicians aret,in fa
unfamiliar with evaluating cases for Social Security purposeging No. 13 at 13 Mr. Cain
argues that, per his treating physiganopinions, this Court should find his RFC is less than

sedentary.[Filing No. 13 at 14
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In his response, the Commissiomeguesthat the ALJ properly assessed tpnions of
Dr. Datta and Dr. Ghabril. Fjling No. 18 at 13 First, the Commissioner states that the ALJ
acknowledged Dr. Datta as the treating physiaadproperly foundhatDr. Datta’sopinionwas
entitled to little weight because it weconsistent with and unsupported by other evidence in the
record. Filing No. 18 at 14 The Commissioner states that Dr.dRisr claimed that Mr. Cain’s
anemia was easily treated with iron and folic acid supplements, and that Dis Dpitéon was
overly restrictive and inconsistent with Mr. Cain’s history of quick recoviom his
hospitalizations. Hiling No. 18 at 14 The Commissioner further states that Dr. Datta’s opinio
might not be fully objective because in identifying reports of problems, he deferred @GaMis
statements. Hiling No. 18 at 14 The Commissioner argues that Dr. Ghabril's amreflected
uncertainty pertaining to Mr. Cain’s functional limitations, stating that he caatltefi whether
Mr. Cain had the ability to handle work stressFilijg No. 18 at14-15] Further, the
Commissioner allegethat Dr. Ghabril responded with “not sure” to questions regarding Mr.
Cain’s functional limitationsthus, the Commissioner argues that the ALJ had the right to question
Dr. Ghabril's objectivity [Filing No. 18 at 1qciting Filing No. 11-9 at 8]

In reply, Mr. Cain argues that the recitation of facts in the Commisssoresponse chery
picks evidence that suppottse denial of benefits and ignores evidence that supports Mr. Cain’s
claim. [Filing No. 19 at 3§ Mr. Cainstateghat the ALJ failedo considenther information, such
asthatMr. Cain suffered from pernicious anemia, not anethi, herequired blood transfusions,
that hehad no health insurancandthat hewas unable to see the doctor regularkyilifig No. 19
at 4] Further, Mr. Cain argudbat his visito seeDr. Datta to obtain the medical source statement
prior to the hearing resulted in a finding tinéd hemoglobin level was dangerously land he

had to undergo a blood transfusidfiling No. 19 at 4 Mr. Cain states that th&LJ improperly
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relied on Dr. Fisher’'s statement that Dr. Datta’s opiniomsvoverlyrestrictive becausether
medical records demonstrate that Mr. Cain suffered from various symptonsistent with Dr.
Datta’s opinion. [Filing No. 19 at § Further, Mr. Cain argues thatcontrary to the
Commissioner’s argumerDr. Ghabrilwas objective wheheopined honestly that he could not
assess Mr. Cain’s functional limitatis, butaffirmed that thepain would interfere withhis
attention and concentration frequently and constangying No. 19 at §

Under20 C.F.R. § 404.152The ALJ generally must give more \ght to opinions from a
claimants treating sources, and will give the opinion controlling weight if the physicigirson
on the nature anseverity of the impairment is “weflupported by medically acceptable clinical
and laboratory diagnostic techniques and is not inconsistent with the dibtargial evidence in
[the] case record.20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(c)(2If the ALJ opts not to give a treating @gian’s
opinion controlling weight, he must appdynumber of factors to determine what weight to give
the opinion, including1) the length of the treatment relationship and the frequency of the
examination; 2) the nature and extent of the treatment relationship; 3) suppcet/aptrelidence;
4) consgstency with the reaal as a whole; 5) the physician’s area of specialization; and 6) other
factors which tend to support or contradict th@nmn. 20 C.F.R. § 404527(c|2)-(6). The
Seventh Circuit hag made clear that an ALJ need not explicitly weigh every relevant factor to
conclude that a treatinghysiciarns opinion should be discounted, as long as the ALJ articulates
why it is inconsistent with the recor&ee Schreiber v. Colvin, 519 Fed. Apjx. 951, 959 (7th Cir.
2013)

The Court agrees with Mr. Cain that the ALJ improperly weighed the treatirsic@ns’
opinions The ALJ acknowledged that both Dr. Datta and Dr. Ghabril had treating medical

relationships with Mr. Cain.[Filing No. 112 at 21] A treating doctor’'s opinion receives
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controlling weght if it is “well-supported” and “not inconsistent with the other sasal
evidence” in the record20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(d)(Zcott v. Astrue, 647 F.3d 734, 739 (7th Cir.
2011) see Punzio v. Astrue, 630 F.3d 704, 710 (7th C2011) The ALJgavelittle weight toboth
treating physiciangpinions because, in the ALJ’s opinitineylacked knowledge and experience
evaluating sociakecurity caes. Thisis inconsistent withthe Social Securityregulations’
preferenceo afford greater weight to treating physicians

[W]e give more weight to opinions frofthe claimant’s]treating sources, since

these sources are likely to be the medical professionals most able to provide a

detailed, longitudinal picture oftheir] medical impairment(s) and may bring a

unique perspective to the medical evidence that cannot be obtained from the

objective medical findings alone or from reports of individual examinations, such
as consultative examations or brief hospitalizations.

20 C.F.R. § 404.1527

Additionally, theALJ failedto addressany of the factors und@d C.F.R. $104.1527(¥(2)
whendiscreditingboth ofthe treating physiciahspinions. Rather, the ALJ stated that Dr. Datta
lacked objectivity andthat hisopinion was overly restrictive because Mr. Cain only @tk
inpatient hospitalizatiofin 2011).” [Filing No. 112 at 21] The ALJ discredited Dr. Ghabril's
opinionbecause halsolacked thesamedegree of objectivity as the independent medical expert
andbecauséewas uncertain about the Mr. Cain’s functional limitatioffsling No. 112 at 21]

The ALJ's explanations arénsufficient. First, the ALJ failedto identify whatother
medical ewllence in the record was inconsistenth or contradicted the treating physicians’
opinions In fact,evidence in the recoghowshatMr. Cain suffered from debilitating symptoms,
such as “chronic recurrent peptic ulcer disease with resulting gastet aosktruction” associated
with blood loss and chronic anemi&iljng No. 119 at 79, and theALJ failed toaddresghis
evidencewhen discrediting the treating physicians’ opinioi@econd the ALJfailed to address

whetherMr. Cain’s financialcircumstanceprevented him from obtaining proper medical care.
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Seventh Circuit precedeimstructsALJs not todraw any inferences about a claimasmtondition
fromtheirfailureto obtain consistent medical treatmentess tie ALJ has explored the claimast’
explanations as to the lack of medical ¢carech as their inability to paysee Beardsley v. Colvin,
758 F.3d 834, 840 (7th Cir. 2014e Craft, 539F.3dat 679 Mr. Cain provided testimony to this
effect, and the ALJ failed to address it in tegision

The Court finds that thé\LJ’s failure to properlyweigh the treating physicians’ opinions
requires remand.

V.
CONCLUSION

For the reasons detailed herein, the CMACATES the ALJ’s decision denyiniylr.

Cain’s benefits anBEMANDS this matter for further proceedings pursuant2dJ).S.C. § 405(Qg)

Hon. Jane Magnus-Stinson, Judge
United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana

(sentence four).
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