Rhodes v. Saul Doc. 19
Case: 1:19-cv-00204-JMV Doc #: 19 Filed: 09/02/20 1 of 2 PagelD #: 864

IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF M| SSISSIPPI
ABERDEEN DIVISION
CRAIG RHODES PLAINTIFF
V. NO. 1:19CV204-IMV
ANDREW SAUL
Commissioner of Social Security DEFENDANT

FINAL JUDGMENT

This cause is before theoGrt on Plaintiff’'s complaint fojudicial review of an
unfavorable final decision of the Commissionéthe Social Security Administration
denying a claim for a period of disifity and disability insurare. The parties have consented
to entry of final judgment by the United StatMagistrate Judge undée provisions of 28
U.S.C. § 636(c), with any appealthe Court of Appeals for ¢éhFifth Circuit. The Court,
having reviewed the administrative record, thefbrad the parties, and the applicable law,
and having heard oral argemt, finds as follows:

Consistent with the Court’s ruling frometbench during a heag held September 1,
2020, the Court is unable to find the Commissioner’s decision is supported by substantial
evidence in the record. Specifically, the &pjs Council erred in idetermination that a
September 27, 2018, medical smaistatement frorthe claimant’s eye specialist, Dr.
Wooten, did “not relate to theeriod at issue” and did “notfatt the decision about whether
the claimant was disabled beginning on or beeftuly 23, 2018.” During the administrative
hearing, the claimant testifigue occasionally experiencedihied vision, andhe vocational

expert opined there would be virtually no jdbsa person who had occasional blurred vision
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or near acuity limitations. Because Dr. Wooten indicatéte claimant had blurred vision
and opined he would “rarely” bable to perform work activés involving near acuity and
could not work with small olects, and these conclusions wpesined only two months after
the ALJ’s decision, the evidencergevant to the period undeonsideration, and contradicts
the ALJ’s conclusion that the claimant’s retintipawas not a severe impairment.

On remand, the ALJ must consider Drob¥en’s source statement along with the
other evidence of record #ite time of the ALJ’s Jul018 decision and issue a new
decision. If the ALJ rejects any portion of.MWooten’s source statement, he must state
good reasons supported by substantial evidentteirecord and furtmelevelop the record
with respect to the claimant’s diabetic negpathy (if necessary).The ALJ may conduct any
additional proceedings deemed necessary but which are not inconsistent with this order.

IT1S THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that thiscaseis
REVERSED and REMANDED for further proceedings.

This, the 29 day of September, 2020.

/sdane M. Virden
U.S. MAGISTRATE JUDGE

L A court “may reasonably infer that a medical repeldtes to the proper time period when there is no
indication that plaintiff's condition deteriorated during the intervening period” and “@hgmlecline in a
claimant’s condition appears to have occurred over a long period of time, and not simplyheitievw
intervening months between the exations and the ALJ’s decision.'See Johnson v. Berryhill, 2017 WL
2964882, at *7 (N.D. Tex. June 26, 201R%,R adopted, 2017 WL 2954914 (N.D. Tex. July 11, 2017)
(citations and internal quotation marks omitted).
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