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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

COURTNEY M. JUDD, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)

VS. ) No. 1:16ev-00579IMS-DKL
)
CAROLYN W. COLVIN Acting )
Commissioner of the Social Security )
Administration, )
)
Defendant. )
ORDER

Plaintiff Courtney Juddpplied for disability benefits under the Social Security Act on

March 15, 2013. [Filing No. 142 at 17] Her claim was deniedoth initially and on

reconsideration, and a hearing was heldtefAdministrative Law Judg€*ALJ”) Ronald T.

Jordan on January 13, 201Fziling No. 142 at 17] OnJanuary 23, 2015, the ALJ issued an

opinion concluding tha¥ls. Juddwas not disabled as defined by the Social Security Fating
No. 142 at 17] The Appeal€ouncil denied herequest for review on February 17, 2016, making

the ALJ’s decision the Commissioner’s final decision subject to judicial re\jieiwng No. 14-2

at 2] Ms. Juddfil ed this civil action pursuant &2 U.S.C. § 405(gdn November 20, 201%sking
this Court to review her denial of benefits:ilijng No. 1]

l.
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 negsia certain kind

of inability, namely, an inability to engage in any substantial gainful actidecond it requires
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an impairment, namely, a physical or mental impairment, which provides reasonifalitiéy.
The statute adds that the impairmenist be one that has lasted or can be expected to last . . . not
less than 12 months.fd. at 217

When an applicandppeals an adverse benefits decision, this Court’s role is limited to
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 omitted). For
the purpose of judicial review, “[s]ubstantial evidence is such relevant e@dsna reasonable
mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion(§uotation omitted). Because the ALJ
“Iis in the best position to determine the credibility of witnesséssift v. Astrue, 539 F.3d 668,
678 (7th Cir. 2008)this Court must afford the ALJ’s credibility determination “considerable
deference,” overturninigonly if it is “patently wrong, Prochaska v. Barnhart, 454 F.3d 731, 738
(7th Cir. 2006)quotations omitted).

The ALJ must apply the fivstep inquiry set forth in 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a)(4)))
evaluating the following, in sequence:

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

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

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

perform hei past work; and (5) whether the claimant is capable of performing

work in the national economy.
Clifford v. Apfel, 227 F.3d 863, 868 (7th Cir. 200@)tations omitted) (alterations in original). “If
a claimant satisfies steps one, two, and thrgee] [will automatically be found disabled. If a
claimant satisfies steps one and two, but not three, sheh fnust satisfy step four. Once step

four is satisfied, the burden shifts to the SSA to establish that the claimant i cdppasforming

work in the national economy.Knight v. Chater, 55 F.3d 309, 313 (7th Cir. 1995)
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After Step Three, but before Step Four, theJAnust determine a claimant®esidual
Functional Capacity RFC’) by evaluating “all limitations that arise from medically determinable
impairments, even those that are not sevevélano v. Astrue, 556 F.3d 558, 563 (7th Cir. 2009)
In doing so, the ALJ “may not dismiss a line of evidence contrary to the ruling. The ALJ
uses the RFC at Step Four to determine whether the claimant can perform Ipasbwalevant
work, and if not, at Step Five to determine whether the claimamiperform other workSee 20
C.F.R. 8416.920(¢{g). The burden of proof is on the claimant for Steps One through Four; only
at Step Five does the burden shift to the Commissidieiford, 227 F.3d at 868

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 proseetypgcally 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 btione supportable conclusionltl. (citation omitted).

.
RELEVANT BACKGROUND

Ms. Judd vas born in 1989. Hiling No. 142 at27.] After being initially tested in

elementary schooMs. Judd was diagnosed as mildly mentally handicappednd No. 146 at

70.] As a result, she attended special educatiagsels through high school and obtained a

certificate of completion. Hiling No. 14-2 at 44

In February of 2010, Ms. Judd was evaludigdr. Albert Firk. [Filing No. 147 at 3]
Dr. Fink administered th&/echsler Adult Intelligence Scale (Fourth EditioMMAIS-IV") test

and assessed a full scale 1Q of 65, a score ifirdigercentile.[Filing No. 147 at 4] Dr. Fink

observed that Ms. Judd “did not appear to concentrate well during formal tegjgessng that
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the results obtained may well be an under estimatetoélability.” [Filing No. 147 at 3] Dr.

Fink diagnosed Ms. Judd with borderline intellectual functioning and a reading digbyder

history). Filing No. 147 at 5] In October of 2010, Ms. Judd was evaluated by Dr. Betty Unger

Watson. Filing No. 147 at 38] Dr. Watson diagnosed Ms. Judd with “possible mild mental

retardation or borderline intellectual functioningPiling No. 147 at 41] Also in October 2010,

Ms. Judd was evaluatday Dr. Deborah Zera[Filing No. 147 at 43] Dr. Zera diagnosed Ms.

Judd with “mild mental retardation,” ruling out borderline intellectual functionimdy laarning

disabilies. [Filing No. 14-7 at 44 Neither Dr. Watson nor Dr. Zera administessdlQ test

In December of 2010, Ms. Judd was evaluatedhyEileen Schighammer a licensed

school psychologist [Filing No. 149 at 15] Dr. Schd hammer evaluated Ms. Judd using the

Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale (Fifth Edition) and assessed aéld ) of 57. [Filing No.
149 at 19] On the Wide Range Achievement Test("WRAT-IV"), Ms. Judd “showed basic

skills at the late secortd mid-third grade equivalencewith a reading level assessed at grade 2.9.

[Filing No. 14-9 at 19 In April of 2013, Ms. Judd was again evaluated by Dr. Fiftkling No.
14-7 at 65] HediagnosedMs. Juddwith a reading disorder and borderline intellectual functioning.

[Filing No. 14-7 at 6§ Dr. Fink did not administean IQ test.

Ms. Judd has not been able to obtdlriver’'s license, which she testified was because she

could not pass the written examination portion of the teBtlingl No. 14-2 at 44] She was

previouslyemployed at a daycare and as a cafeteria woikeéing No. 14-2 at 45-4%

Using the fivestep sequential evaluation set forth by the Social Security Administration in
20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a)(4the ALJ ultimately concluded thits. Juddis not disabled.[Filing

No. 14-2 at 2§ The ALJ found as follows:
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e At Step One of the analysis, the ALJ found that Ms. Jueets the insured status
requirements of the Social Security Act througéptenber 30, 2015, and has not
engaged in substantial gainful actiigince healleged onset date Gfctober 1, 2005

[Filing No. 14-2 at 19

e At Step Two of the analysis, the ALJ found that Ms. Jhdd the following severe

impairments:mental handicap[Filing No. 14-2 at 19

e At Step Three of the analysis, the ALJ found that Ms. dlegd not have an impairnten
or combination of impairments that meets or medically equals the seveateaif

the listed impairments[Filing No. 142 at 19] The ALJ considered various listings,

but ultimatly found that Ms. Judd doest meet any of thenm[Filing No. 14-2 at 20-

23]
e After Step Three but before Step Four, the ALJ found that Ms. BagltheRFCto do

as follows:
performa full range of work at all exertional levels but with the following
nonexertional limitations: the work must require only simple, repetitive
tasks requiring no independent judgment regarding basic work processes
Work goals from day to day should be &tand predictable. The work
must not require a production pace.

[Filing No. 14-2 at 23

e At Step Four of the analysis, the ALJ concluded Mat Juddhad no past relevant

work. [Filing No. 14-2 at 24

! Substantial gainful activity is defined as work activity that is both substangalirfizolves
significant physical or mental activities) and gainful (i.e. work that isllysdane for pay or profit,
whether or not a profit is realized0 C.F.R. § 404.1572(220 C.F.R. § 416.972(a)

5
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e At Step Five, the ALJ founthat jobs exist in significant numbers in the national
economy that Ms. Judd could perform, specifically: housekeeper; auto rjetade

warehouse worker[Filing No. 14-2 at 27-28

e Based on these findings, the ALJ concluded kMetJudds not disabled as defined by
the Social Security Act and, thus, is muttitled to the requested disability benefits.

[Filing No. 14-2 at 28

[1.
DiscussioN

Ms. Judd presents multiple issues on appeakttgtontends require this Court to reverse
the decision of the ALJ denying her request for disability beneffgindg No. 18] First, $ie
contends the ALJ erreat Step Threby concluding thashedid not meet Listing 12.@&). [Filing
No. 18 at 4 Second, shelaims that the ALJ erred by failing to evaluate material medical eséden
in the record, specifically héour Global Assessment of Functionin@sAF”) scores. [filing No.

18 at 4] And third, Ms. Judd argues that the ALJ made an erroneous credibility determifation.

[Filing No. 18 at 4 After evaluating the parties’ arguments, the CoeversetheALJ’s decision

denying disability benefits to Ms. Judd.
A. Listing 12.05 (I ntellectual Disability)
Ms. Judd argues that the ALJ eriacconcluding that she did not mdasting 12.0%C).

[Filing No. 18 at 1] She contends that the ALJ erroneously found that there was no evidence in

the record establishing that she suffers from an additional impairment (beyomdeliectual

disability) that causes a significant wenddated limitation. [Filing No. 18 at 29 She also argues

2 Ms. Judd initially raised an additional claim that the ALJ erred in determiningF@because
he omitted Ms. Judd’s moderate restrictions with concentration, persistenaegor[pling No.

18 at 39.] In her reply brief, Ms. Judd withdrew that claim, so the Court will not addhess.

[See Filing No. 25 at ]
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that the ALJ failed to explain why he concluded that Ms. Judd did not have a valid 1Q score

between 60 and 70Filing No. 18 at 1§

TheCommissioner argues in response that the ALJ correctly concluded that Ms. Judd does
not suffer from an additional impairment that imposes a significant-vedaked limitation.[Filing
No. 24 at 14 The Commissioner als@spondghat the ALJ did conclude that Ms. Judd had a

valid 1Q score of between 60 and 7@ilihg No. 24 at 17

A listing “describes impairments that are considered presumptively disabheg a
claimant’s impairments meet the specific criteria described in the Listivigdyard v. Apfel, 167
F.3d 376, 379 (7th Cir. 199%iting 20 C.F.R. 8§ 404.1525(a)T.he Code of Federal Regulations
provides that the Social Security Administration “will find that [a claimant’s] impait(agmeets
the requirements of a listing when it satisfies all of the criteria of that listing, inglady relevant
criteria in the introduction, and meets the duration requiremenf0.C.F.R. §416.925(c)(3)
Listing 12.05 contains an initial paragraph that lays outltagnostic description of intellectual
disability, plus four separate criteria (paragraphs A through38.20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpt. P,
App. 1, § 12.00 In order to meet Listing 12.05, a claimant must hevémpairment that meets
one of the fourriteria of that Listing. See Adkins v. Astrue, 226 Fed. Appx. 600, 605 (7@ir.
2007)(citing 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpt. P, App. 1, 8§ 12.04aggard, 167 F.3d at 380

The Seventh Circuit has summarized the requirements for a finding of intelléistability
under Listing 12.08C) as follows: “(1) significantly subaverageneral intellectual functioning;
(2) deficits in adaptive functioning initially manifested during the devetygal period before
age 22; (3) a valid verbal, performance, or full scale IQ of sixty through seaext(4) a physical
or other mental impamnent imposing an additional and significant woekated limitation of

function” Adkins, 226 Fed. Appx. at 60fcitations omittedt see also 20 C.F.R. Pt. 404, Subpt.
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P, App. 1 at 8§ 12.00(A¥If your impairment satisfies tlilgagnostic description in the introductory
paragraph and any one of the four sets of criteria, we will find that your ingaimnmeets the
listing.”). The Seventh Circuit has also noted that “[o]rdinarily a person wit@ainder 70 and

at least one adtonal impairment that imposes a limitation on ability to work...is automatically

deemed to be disabledBrowning v. Colvin, 766 F.3d 702, 704 (7th Cir. 2014)

1. Additional Impairment
Regarding Listing 2.05(C), the ALJ concluded that

[flinally, the ‘paragraph C’ criteria of listing 12.05 are not met because the claimant
does not have a valid verbal, performance, or full scale 1Q of 60 through 70 and a
physical or other mental impairment imposing any additional and significakt w
related limiations of function. In fact, there is no evidence of any other significant
physical or mental impairment. Although Dr. Fink diagnosed a reading disorder,
by history, there is no current evidence of such a disorder. Any deficitashe
reading veryikely are attributable to her mental handicap and impose no additional
and significant workeelated limitation.

[Filing No. 142 at 23] Ms. Judd argues that the ALJ erred in concluding that there was no

evidence in the record establishing that she suffers from an additional impaibagond her

intellectual disability) that causes a significant woelkated limitation. [Filing No. 18 at 39 Ms.

Judd contends that the Absoerred in concluding that her reading and learning disabilities were
“likely [ ] attributable to her mental handicap,” dartherefore did not qualify aseparate

impairmens2 [Filing No. 18 at 39 The Commissioner responds that the ALJ correctly

determined that Ms. Judd did not suffer from an additional impairment, but that even if she did,
that impairmendid not impose any additional and significant woekated limitations. Hiling

No. 24 at 25

3 The first requirement, that Ms. Judd have a valid full scale IQ score between 60 ailtiGed, w
addressed in the following section.
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The ALJ erred in concluding that there was no evidence of an additional mental
impairment, and in concluding that her reading disorder was “likely attribitetbleer mental
handicap. The ALJ cited no medical or psychological evidence to support his comthagiMs.
Judd’s reading disability was “very likely...attributable” to neental handicap.Hling No. 14
2 at 23] Nothing in the evaluations by the various examiners suggests that any of Ms. Judd’s
disabilities would be attributable tme another. Theonsultative examiners who evaluated Ms.
Judd addressed her various potential intellectual disabilities separatélyingcborderline
intellectual functioning, mild mental retardation, learning disability, and reatigadpility. [See

Filing No. 147 at 26; Filing No. 147 at 4344; Filing No. 147 at 6567; Filing No. 149 at 15

26]
For exampleDr. Fink, in his second and most recent evaluation, diagnosed Ms. Judd with

borderline intellectual functioningnd a reading disorder.[Filing No. 147 at 66] Dr. Zera

diagnosed Ms. Judd with mild mental retardation, and indicated that-aututiagnosis was

necessary for borderline intelteal functioning and learning disabilitieg=iling No. 147 at 44]

While it may seem intuitive to the ALJ that a reading disability would be somehow liokeild
mental retardatio, the ALJ may not rely on his own intuitiorit is well-establishedhat “[l]ay
intuitions about medical phenomena are often wrongl” The ALJ cannot “succumb to the
temptation to play doctor.Schmidt v. Sullivan, 914 F.2d 117, 118 (7th Cit990) Moreover, the

ALJ cited no legal authority suggesting that a reading or learning digafwiitether or not
“attributable to a mental handicap”) would not be considered an additional impairment under
Listing 12.05(C). See Lugo v. Barnhart, 2003 WL 22025011, at *9 (N.D. Ind. 2003his Court
acknowledges that a learning disorder in addition to mental retardation cosiig §4dt2.05(C)”).

This was error that requires remand.
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The Canmissionerrespondghat any error was harmless, because either (1) there is no
record evidence establishing that Ms. Judd still suffers from a reaidigldy; or (2) she failed
to establish that any such disability was significant enough to impose arelaigd limitation.

[Filing No. 24 at 1316.] The Commissioner’s first argument is unavailimy. Fink’'s 2013 report

indicated a diagnosis of “reading disordeFEflihg No. 147 at 66] That diagnosis is supported

by prior reports, including Dr. Fink'sarlierdiagnosis of reading disorder by history, [Filing No.

14-7 at 5], andr. Schelhammer’s grade 2.9 readitgyel assessmentE[ling No. 14-9 at 2p

The Commissioner’'s second argument is also unpersuasive. It is correct thiatdils.
bears the burden of proving that her additional disability imposes a significarhtrelaied
restriction. However, because the ALJ concluded that Ms. Judd presented “no evidemce” of a
additional restriction, he did not provide any analysis as to how significamtasugnpairment
might be.

2. Full Scale 1Q Between 60 and 70

Ms. Judd argues that the ALJ erred in concluding that she did not have a valid fulDscale
score between 60 and 70. The Commissioner responds that the ALJ made no such finding.

The ALJ stated,[f]linally, the ‘paragraph C’ criteria of listing 12.05 are not met because
the claimant does not have a valid verbal, performance, or full scale IQ of 60 through 70 and a
physcal or other mental impairment imposing any additional and significant -veteiked

limitations of function.” Filing No. 142 at 23] Ms. Judd interprets this statement as concydin

that she satisfiedeither the IQnor the “other mental impairment” criterion. The Commissioner
interprets this statement differently, arguing that the ALJ concluded tsatJitiddoes have a

valid 1Q score between 60 and 70, dogs not meet the requement of an additional impairment.

10


https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07315649797?page=13
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07315421253?page=66
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07315421255?page=26
https://ecf.insd.uscourts.gov/doc1/07315421248?page=23

The ALJ’s statement is ambiguous. Given the conjunctive construction of thecggrtten
is not clear whether the ALJ concluded that Ms. Judd failed to meet both, or just one, of the
subsection’s requirements. And the ALJ does not expressly state anywhedeitigian whether
Ms. Judd has a valid IQ score between 60 and 70. In December of 201%;HBthammer
assessed a full scale 1Q score of 57. That score, if credited by the ALJ, wwelgakisfied
paragraph 12.05(B), which requires “a valid verbal, performance, or full scale 1Q ofl&&3r
See 20 C.F.R. PartiO4, Subpt. P, App. 1, § 12.08Butthe ALJ found the score of 57 invalid,
concluding that Ms. Judd “does not have a valid verbal, performance, or full scale IQ of 59 or

less.” Filing No. 142 at 23] The ALJ did not state explicitly why he found the score of 57

invalid, but he did state that “testing in December 2010 showed a Full Scale 1Q of ®atipet t
earlier that year showed a Full Scale 1Q score of 65 alongapgarent minimal effort, suggesting

a higher potential.”filing No. 142 at 23(internal citations omitted).] It is possible that the ALJ

found the score of 5invalid, and the score of 65 valid, but it is not clear based on the language of
the decision.

The Court agrees with the Commissioner that the context of the ALJ’s stateggestsu
thatthe ALJ likely concluded or assumed that the IQ score of 65 was valid, and then found that
Ms. Judd did not suffer from another impairment. Taking the ALJ’s first sentegegnéo with
subsequent ones, the decision reads as follows:

[flinally, the ‘paragraph C’ criteria of listing 12.05 are not met because timeazia

does not have a valid verbal, performance, or full scale 1Q of 60 through 70 and a

physical or other mental impairment imposing an additional and significakt wor

related limitation of function. In fact, there is no evidence of any other sigttifica
physical or mental impairment.
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[Filing No. 142 at 23] However, the fact remains that the ALJ’s decision was silent as to his

finding on valid 1Q scores. On remand, the ALJ should make an explicit finding as to thi€valid
score, in order to remedy the ambiguity that exists in the current decision.

B. GAF Scores

Ms. Judd argues that the ALJ failedpmperly evaluatehe GAF scores in the record.

[Filing No. 18 at 39 A GAF score of 41 to 50 indicates “serious symptoms or [a] serious

impairment in social, occupational, or school functioning,” and Ms. Judd argues that teno of h

GAF scores (45 and 50) indicate an inability to maintain employniéiiling No. 18 at 39 The

Commissioner disagreearguing that ndurther discussion of the GAF scores was requlire

[Filing No. 18 at 39

The ALJrecountedcat some length the four evaluatidhsit contained GAF assessments.
At the end of each of those discussions, the ALJ stated the GAFtlsabreas reported by each

individual reviewer, which ranged from 45 to 6@ilijhg No. 142 at 2324.] Thatconstituted the

entirety of the ALJ’s GAF treatment

An ALJ must consider all evidence in the record and may not ignore an entire line of
evidence contrary to his decisioBee Sparks v. Colvin, 2015 WL 3618344, at *@ (S.D. Ind.
2015) But, an ALJ is not required to give any weight to individual GAF sceeed)enton v.
Astrue, 596 F.3d 419, 425 (7th Ci2010) and a low GAF score alone is insufficient to overturn
an ALJ’s finding of no disabilityBates v. Colvin, 736 F.3d 1093, 1100 (7th Cir. 2013)

Here, the ALJ did not ignore Ms. Judd’s GAF scores. FhstAlLJ expressly listed all of
Ms. Judd’s scores, dewas clearly aware that Ms. Judd had recemsskssmeniadicative of

potentially serious symptomgFiling No. 142 at 2324.] He then considered the broader record

of Ms. Judd’dntellectualimpairments, including the evaluations upon which the GAF scores were
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basedMs. Judd’s testimony, and the thipdrty report submitted by Ms. Judd’s mother. The ALJ
“need not evaluate in writing every piece ektimony and evidence submitted;arlson v.
Shalala, 999 F.2dL80, 181 (7tiCir. 1993) and the ALJ’s decision makes clear that he considered
the recordmedical evidence uponhich the GAF scores were based. Therefore, remand is not
required on this issue.

C. Credibility Determination

Ms. Judd also argues that the ALJ’s credibility deteation was patently wrong. The
Commissioer disagreesThe ALJ concluded that he “generally [found] the claimant’s description
of the location, duration, frequency, and duration of her symptoms unpersuasive asethe

generally unfounded elsewhere hetrecord.” [Filing No. 142 at 26] The ALJ stated among

other credibilityfindings that

[s]he has alleged that she cannot read, yet at the hearing she admitted that she can
read some and that she received good grades in reading and Erdiisbugh

these were special education classes, it is highly unlikely that she would have
received suclgrades if she had no reading ability.

[Filing No. 14-2 at 2§

Becausdhe case is being remanded on other issues, the Court ndetlynatidress Ms.
Judd’s credibility argument. But the @b notes thait is concerned by the ALJ'sonclusion
regarding Ms. Judd’seading ability.First, he ALJ does not specify where in the record Ms. Judd
alleges that she “cannot read’he following exchange took place at Ms. Judtsiring:

ALJ: I mean, | was kind of, struck by the fact that you got an A in reading one yea
And A’s and B’s in English. | guess you were in special ed.

Ms. Judd: Yeah. | was in special ed classes.
AL J: But you say you can't read?

Ms. Judd: Big words. Like, because | was in special ed, | can't do, like regular
classes. | was in all special ed classes.
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ALJ: Right. Right.

Ms. Judd: And easy level reading. And then, they try to make it harder, and |
couldn’t do that. | had to, like, do easy levels when | was in high school.

ALJ: Okay. So, you can read.
Ms. Judd: Yeah, a little bit.

[Filing No. 142 at 39] Elsewhere in his decision, the ALJ writes that Ms. Judd “said she does

not drive because she cannot read to pass the §éstirig No. 142 at 20] It appears that the

ALJ drew this statement from Dr. Fink’s firsgport, in which Dr. Finkwrites “[s]he does not
have a driver’s license indicating that she has never been able to pass the test ‘bleehoselfl

not read.” Filing No. 147 at 5]

A reviewof the complete record suggests that Ms. Judd’s statements regarding her reading
ability amount to her expressing that she could not vesid not that she could not read at all.
Indeed, it would have been strange for Ms. Judd to have told Dr(dfiaky other evaluatothat
she could not read at all, given ttadit of her evaluators administeréess to her that required
reading. She also stated to evaluaémd testified at her hearirtigat she could not read well.

It is unclear what evidendade ALJ relied upon in making his ciibdity assessment on
this issue, but it seems implausible that Ms. Judd attempted to convince othefsetwat s
completely illiterate On remand, the ALJ should ensure that he builds a logical bridge between
theevidenceon which he relies and his credibility determination.

V.
CONCLUSION

For the reasons detailed herein, the CdWCATESthe ALJ’s decision denying Ms. Judd
benefits andREMANDS this matter for further proceedings pursuant4foU.S.C. § 405(qg)

(sentence four). Final judgment will issue accordingly.
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