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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
NORTHERN DIVISION

RUSCHELS. JENKINS, )
)
Plaintiff, )

)

V. ) Case No. 2:12-CV-91-JAR

)

CAROLYN COLVIN, )
ACTING COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL )
SECURITY, )
)

Defendartt. )

)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This is an action under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) jicdicial review ofthe Commissioner of
Social Security’s final decisiotlenying Ruschel S. Jenkins’ (“Jen&f) application for disability
insurance benefits pursudnt42 U.S.C. § 423 under the Social Security Act.

l. Background

On February 6, 2008, Jenkins protectivelydilen application for disability insurance
under Title Il of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 88404,seq. (Tr. 189). She walsorn in 1974 and alleged
disability beginning September 1, 200@d.) Jenkins alleges in helisability report that she
suffers from lupus and an anxiety panic disorddrr. 229-37.) She also states that she is unable
to work because she is allergic to the sunlaechuse her anxiety andnpadisorder causes her
to have breakdowns. The Social Security Admiatgin denied Jenkinspalication for benefits

initially, and she filed a timely request for leearing before an Administrative Law Judge

Carolyn W. Colvin became the Acting @missioner of Social Sedty on February 14, 2013. Pursuant to Rule
25(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, CarolyrOalvin is substituted for Michael J. Astrue as the
defendant in this suit. No further action need be takeontinue this suit by reason of the last sentence of 42
U.S.C. § 405(g).
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("ALJ”). On March 12, 2010, folling a hearing, the ALJ issued anfavorable decision. (Tr.
75.) On May 12, 2010, Jenkins filed an applma for Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
benefits. (Tr. 204.)

The Appeals Council grantelnkins’ request for a review under 20 CFR 8404.977 and
vacated the hearing decision. (Tr. 91-94.) tHa July 29, 2010 Remand Order, the Appeals
Council directed the ALJ to further evaluafenkins’ subjective complaints and medical
evidence regarding the possible impairmentsheddaches; further evalte Jenkins’ mental
health impairments; further consider Jenkmaximum Residual Functional Capacity (“RFC”)
with references to the record and evaluaéating source opinionsnd nonexamining source
opinions; further evaluate Jenkins’ ability to merh her past work, anshake findings regarding
the physical and mental demands of her paskwod compare her RFC with the demands of
her past work; and, if warranted, obtaindance from a vocational expert. (Id.)

On October 13, 2011, following a video heari the ALJ found that Jenkins was not
under a disability, as defined under the Aomdm September 1, 2006 through March 31, 2007.
(Tr. 8-21.%

The Appeals Council denied Jenkins’ requestrémiew. (Tr. 1-3.) The decision of the
ALJ thus stands as the final decision of thenGuossioner._See Sims v. Apfel, 530 U.S. 103, 107
(2000). Jenkins filed this appeal on Decenti®r2012. (ECF No. 1). The Commissioner filed
an Answer. (ECF No. 9.) Jenkins filed a BireSupport of her Complain (ECF No. 19.) The

Commissioner filed a Brief in Support of the Answer. (ECF No. 24).

2 The ALJ says that the alleged period of disabilitiyasn August 1, 2006 through March 31, 2007 (Tr. 8), but
Jenkins states in her disability report thatdiieability began on September 1, 2006 (Tr. 230.)
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Il. Decision of the ALJ

The ALJ determined that Jenkins last metitiseired status under the Social Security Act
on March 31, 2007. (Tr. 11.) The ALJ determined that Jenkins did not engage in substantial
gainful activity during tlke period from her alleged onset dateAugust 1, 2006 tlough her date
last insured of March 31, 2007 (“ddssst insured”). (1d.)

Jenkins’ date last insured is important beealer insured status under Title 1l of the Act
expired on March 31, 2007. (Tr. 8, 197, 219, 226.) b&centitled to disability benefits under

Title Il of the Act, Jenkins ha$ie burden to show that shesw@isabled prior to March 31, 2007,

the date last insured._(ld.); see abC.F.R. 8404.130; Moore WAstrue, 572 F.3d 520, 522

(8th Cir. 2009);_Cox v. Barnhard71 F.3d 902, 907 (8th Cir.2006)Jenkins’ earning record

shows that she acquired sufficiequarters of coverage to remansured through March 31,
2007, so Jenkins has to establish disability on or before that date to be entitled to disability
insurance benefits. (Tr. 9.)hiis, the relevant period for considgon in this case is only from
September 1, 2006 (the date Jenkins allegeshebame disabled) through March 31, 2007 (the
date her insured stategpired under Title II).

The ALJ found that, from her alleged ongletough her date lashsured, March 31,
2007, Jenkins had the following “severe” physical amental impairmentsdiscoid lupus; wrist
pain with mild hand tremors; anxiety disordengdgpanic disorder with agoraphobia. (Id.) The
ALJ also determined that she had the non-sewepairments of “mild” gastritis, history of
headaches and early carpatnel syndrome. (Tr. 13.)

Considering all of the evidence, the ALJ fouhdt Jenkins did not have any impairments

or combination of impairments that met or ntadly equaled one of the listed impairments in 20



C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1, throtighdate last insureaf March 31, 2007. (Tr.
13).

The ALJ found, through the ladate insured of March 32007, Jenkins had the RFC to
perform less than a full range of “light vk’ as defined in 20 CFR 404.1567(b), which he
defined as:

[M]ust work indoors; mustvoid exposure to sunlighmust avoid exposure to

temperature extremes of 80 degreesnore and 65 degrees or less; frequently,

but not constantly, user her bilatewglper extremities for handling and fingering;

understand, remember, and carry out sinmpdé&ructions; make only simple work

related decisions; dealithh only occasional changes work processes and

environment; have no contact with thengeal public; and have only incidental,

superficial work-related contact thico-workers and supervisors.

(Tr. 15.) The ALJ also determined that Jenkins was unable to perform any past relevant work as
a tax preparer, teacher’s aidecabinet stainer. (Tr. 18.)

Finally, the ALJ discerned that, through the date last insured, jobs existed in significant
number in the national economyathJenkins could have perforchegiven her RFC. (Tr. 19.)
Jenkins could have performed jobs such agimg clerk, inspectoand hand packager, and
suture polisher. _(Id.) The ALJ ultimately cdued that Jenkins was nohder a disability, as
defined in the SSA, at any time from Seplbem1, 2006, the alleged onset date, through March
31, 2007. (Tr. 20.)

Jenkins appeals contending that the ALJdeard that her case should be remanded to
the Commissioner with instructions that a thireahing be held, that the ALJ consider all of
Jenkins’ medical records, and that the ALJ considatence from Jenkins’ family and friends in
regard to her condition before her date lastired. (ECF No. 19 &6-37.). The Commissioner

contends that the ALJ’s decision is supported Udystantial evidence on thecord as a whole.

(ECF No. 24.)



lll.  Hearing Testimony
1. Jenkins’ Testimony on January 13, 2010

Jenkins testified as follows. Jenkins vggsyears old. (Tr. 34.) Jenkins completéﬂj 9
grade in school. (Tr. 34.) She has been unable to work since September 1, 2006 because of her
anxiety disorder. _(Id.) Jems says she has a “nervous breakdown pretty much” every time she
tries to hold down a job._(ld.) She shakes, canancentrate, and her head races. (Tr. 34-35.)
By the afternoon, she is wiped cand has to take a nap for 30 minutes to an hour and a half.
(Tr. 35.) Dr. Fitzgerald is treating Jenkins for anxiety. (ld.) She was prescribed various
medications to treat her anxiety. .JldPaxil made her grow ulcer¢ld.) If someone notices her,
then her anxiety is triggered.d() Her anxiety causes crying pe (Tr. 36.) Then, by 3:00 or
5:00, she comes down with a severe headache. $lde) says she’s aryehappy person for the
most part, but her anxiety has gotten worse withdbath of her father and as she gets older.
(Id.) She does not answer the phone or have maitpng. (Tr. 37.) Shefieher job at Security
Finance because of her anxiety. (Id.) She quit schoof'igr@de because of her anxiety,
because she did not have a father, and bet¢emrsaom was going through menopause. (Tr. 38.)
She has to put up dark curtains in her house ahtddimwindows because of her lupus. (Tr. 39.)
She gets lesions or bad rashes on her face ant tieg are worse in the winter or if she is
stressed. (Id.) She takes dianil, which shuts down her immusgstem, for her lupus._(Id.)
She has to have blood tests every three monthls) 8he gets joint paiand “flare ups” in her
hands, knees and hips, as well as pain in her &madkeck. (Tr. 40.) She has had headaches her

whole life. (Id.)



She cannot write long leteor her hands tighten up. (Td.% If she isn the middle of
an anxiety attack, she cannot wiateything. (Id.) She is sick teer stomach all of the time with
nervousness._(Id.)

2. Jenkins’ Testimony on July 20, 2011

Jenkins lives with her husband and thregdobn who are 17, 12,na 8. (Tr. 48.) She
has no vocational training. (149.) She has had no job since 1996 where she has earned at least
$600 or $700 in one month. (Id.) In 2006 she washiag a four and a six year old for $20 per
week. (Tr.50.) She has had other employment._(Id.)

Jenkins began seeing Dr. Murphy in 2004 doosblems in her wrists, including shooting
pains and tingling in her fingergTr. 51.) In 2006-07, Jenkirso complained to Dr. Murphy
of a long history of migraine headaches. @2.) Jenkins took (and continues to take) Tylenol
for these headaches; she cannot take anythmoggsr due to her lupus(ld.) Jenkins had
headaches every day that required trips to the ER or caused her to lie down in a dark room. (Tr.
52-53.)

Jenkins saw Dr. Despain in October 2005 for a big sore on her face caused by lupus. (Tr.
53.) In 2006-07, Jenkins was getting rashes all the time on her face and chest which were painful
because of the swelling and itching. (Tr. 53-549nkins also reported having shaking spells
twice a day to Dr. Despain. (T$4.) Dr. Despaigave her Klonopin. _(Id.)When Jenkins saw
Dr. Murphy in January 2007, she was also havirakisty spells that wodlwipe her out. (Id.)

Since Jenkins started taking Klonopin, sftepped getting the panic attacks but her
nervous system has shut down. (Tr. 55.) ®he crying two to three times per week and her

OCD got worse. (Id.)



Dr. Newton, a psychologist, djaosed Jenkins with p& anxiety disorder. (Tr. 55.) In
response to the ALJ’s questiorstie experienced caffeine-induced anxiety, she stated that it has
been a couple of years since she had a lot ofinaften a daily basis. (Tr. 56.) Jenkins’ anxiety
has continued to be bad, even thoagha gave up caffeine. (1d.)

She stopped going to the grocery store because she would end up in the car crying. (Tr.
56.) She can no longer go to baseball gameldokids or ride horses. (Id.)

She had a “suicidal gesture” in 1992. (Tr. 56.) Her parents are divorced so she never felt
like she fit in. (Id.) She would never commit suicide because she has God. (Id.)

Jenkins was sexually abused as a young ehikthool and at home. (Tr. 57-58.) This
memory just came back about five years ago. (ltepkins thinks about the abuse constantly.
(1d.)

Jenkins obsessively washes her hands. 58459.) She has noticed her problem with
this only in the last few years. (Tr. 59.)

One of her pupils is biggerdh the other, but she currgnhas no problems with her
eyesight. (Tr. 59.) She has migraines two ted¢himes per week._(Id.) She sees Dr. Kahn in
Moberly for her headaches. (Tr. 60.)

Jenkins said the lupus is “shutting [her] immeusystem down.” (Tr. 60.) She catches
childhood diseases and infections. (Id.) Sheahamgus infection in her esophagus. (Id.) She
has unknown sores in her esophagus that the dottimk is damage from Plaquenil, a lupus
medication. (Id.)

Jenkins’ normal weight is 125 pounds ke currently weighs 111 pounds because she

has been throwing up dueitimess. (Tr. 60-61.)



Jenkins left school after thd @rade because she had gone to a new school and hated it
because no one liked her and she could not keegrades up. (Tr. 61.J)enkins tried Douglas,
an alternative school, to get 8ED, but she had trouble actually walking into the door of the
classroom. (Tr. 61-62.)

From September 2006 through March 200Akies was cooking, doing dishes, light
house work, laundry, and driving a car. (Tr. 62-63he was not taking out the garbage or doing
any yard work. (Tr. 63.) Twice a month she went to the grocery store. (Id.) She had no hobbies.
(Id.) She did bible studies at her mom’s house aonally. (Tr. 63-64.) She did not exercise.
(Tr. 64.) She had one girlfriend that came to \igit. (Id.) She did naat out. (Tr. 64-65.)

Her husband handled the finances. (Tr. 65.) She was able to balance a checkbook. (ld.) She
was able to perform her ownrgenal hygiene and grooming. (ldShe did not keep up with her
appointments or medication. (Id.) She did not readse a computer. (Id.5he did not have a
cell phone. (Id.) She would sit most of the déyr. 66.) She could stand in one spot for about
10 minutes before she would have to sit down. (Bhe would walk about 200 yards. (Id.) She
could lift less than 10 pounds—abaugallon of milk. (Tr. 66-67.)

3. Vocational Expert’s Testimony on July 20, 2011

Vocational Expert Marcia Hillestified as follows.

The ALJ asked Hill to consider a hypothetidadiividual of the same age, education,
vocational background as Jenkinglamith the following physical exertional requirements: light
work, as defined in the regulations, work miistperformed indoors away from any exposure to
sunlight, must avoid temperatuextremes (nothing more than 80 degrees and nothing less than
65 degrees), work that require tability only to carry out simplastructions, no contact with

the general public and only incidental or supé@fievork related contact with supervisors and



coworkers. (Tr. 68-69.) Hill sified that such a hypotheticpérson could perform work as a
routing clerk, inspector and hand packagei finisher polisher. (Tr. 69.)

If the hypothetical person calibnly occasionally use her upper extremities for handling
and fingering, then no jobs walbe available. (1d.)
IV. Legal Standard

Under the Social Security Act, the Commisgr has established a five-step process for
determining whether a person is disabledC2B.R. 88 416.920, 404.1529. “If a claimant fails

to meet the criteria at any stepthe evaluation of disability, th@ocess ends and the claimant is

determined to be not disabled.” Goff v. fdhart, 421 F.3d 785, 790t(BCir. 2005) (quoting

Eichelberger v. Barnhart, 390 F.3d 584, 590-91 (8thZLi04)). In this sguential analysis, the

claimant first cannot be engaged‘substantial gainful atity” to qualify for disability benefits.
20 C.F.R. 88 416.920(b), 404.1520(b). Second, the aimast have a severe impairment. 20
C.F.R. 88 416.920(c), 404.1520(c). The Social 8scéct defines “severe impairment” as
“any impairment or combination of impairmentsiatn significantly limits [claimant’s] physical
or mental ability to do basic work activities ... 18. “The sequentiavaluation process may be
terminated at step two only when the clainfgmmnpairment or combination of impairments

would have no more than a minimal impact on fisher ability to work.” Page v. Astrue, 484

F.3d 1040, 1043 (8th Cir. 2007)uating Caviness v. Massanag50 F.3d 603, 605 (8th Cir.
2001).

Third, the ALJ must determine whether thailant has an impairment which meets or
equals one of the impairments listed ie Regulations. 20 C.F.R§ 416.920(d), 404.1520(d);

Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1. If the claimaad one of, or the medical equivalent of, these



impairments, then the claimant is per se desabkithout consideration of the claimant’s age,
education, or work history. Id.

Fourth, the impairment must prevergiohant from doing past relevant wotk20 C.F.R.
88 416.920(e), 404.1520(e). At this step, the burdsts mith the claimant to establish his or

her RFC._Steed v. Astrue, 524 F.3d 872, 874 n.3(8tR2008);_see alshichelberger, 390 F.3d

at 590-91; Masterson v. Barnha363 F.3d 731, 737 (8th Cir. 2004). RFC is defined as what the

claimant can do despite his or her limitagp 20 C.F.R. 8§ 404.1545(a), and includes an
assessment of physical abilities and mental impents. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1545(b)-(e). The ALJ
will review a claimant’'s RFC and the physical andntal demands of the work the claimant has
done in the past. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(f). If it is found that the claimant can still perform past
relevant work, the claimant witiot be found to be disabledd.; 20 C.F.R. § 416.920(a)(4)(iv).
If the claimant cannot perform past relevantkyaehe analysis proceeds to Step V.

At the fifth and last step, the ALJ consid#rs claimant’'s RFC, age, education, and work
experience to see if the claimant can make adjustment to other work. 20 C.F.R.
§ 416.920(a)(4)(v). If it isound that the claimant cannot make an adjustment to other work, the
claimant will be foundo be disabled._ld.see also 20 C.F.R. § 416.9gQ( At this step, the
Commissioner bears the burden“pyove, first that the claimant retains the RFC to perform
other kinds of work, and, second that other wexists in substantial numbers in the national

economy that the claimant islakto perform.” _Goff, 421 F.3d at 790; Nevland v. Apfel, 204

F.3d 853, 857 (8th Cir. 2000). The Commissionestnprove this by substantial evidence.

Warner v. Heckler, 722 F.2d 428, 431 (8th Cir. 1983).

3 “past relevant work is work that [the claimant] has done within the past 15 years, that was substantial gainful
activity, and that lasted long enough for [the claimant] to learn how to dd/itiéller v. Astrue, 561 F.3d 837, 841
(8th Cir. 2009) (citing 20 C.F.R. § 404.1560(b)(1)).
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If the claimant satisfies all of the criterntd the five-step sequential evaluation process,
the ALJ will find the claimant to be disabled'The ultimate burden opersuasion to prove

disability, however, remains with the claimantd.; see also Harrig. Barnhart, 356 F.3d 926,

931 n.2 (8th Cir. 2004) (citing 68 Fed. Reg. 51153, 51155 (Aug. 26, 2003)).
This court reviews the deamsi of the ALJ to determine whedr the decision is supported

by “substantial evidence” in thecord as a whole. See Smit. Shalala, 31 F.3d 715, 717 (8th

Cir. 1994). “Substantial evidence is less tlaapreponderance but is enough that a reasonable

mind would find it adequate tapport the Commissionertonclusion.”_Krogmeier v. Barnhart,

294 F.3d 1019, 1022 (8th Cir. 2002); see also Coxstrue, 495 F.3d 614, 61(8th Cir. 2007).

Therefore, even if a court finds that theraipreponderance of the evidence against the ALJ's
decision, the ALJ’s decision must b#firmed if it is supported bgubstantial evidence. Clark v.

Heckler, 733 F.2d 65, 68 (8th Cir. 1984). In Bland v. Bowen, 861 F.2d 533, 535 (8th Cir. 1988),

the Eighth Circuit Courof Appeals held:

[tlhe concept of substantial evidence is something less than the weight of the
evidence and it allows for the possibildy drawing two inconsistent conclusions,
thus it embodies a zone of choice witlwhich the Secretary may decide to grant

or deny benefits without beirgyibject to reversal on appeal.

As such, “[the reviewing court] may not reverserely because substantial evidence exists for

the opposite decision.”_Lacroix v. Barnhart, 468d 881, 885 (8th Cir. 2006) (quoting Johnson

v. Chater, 87 F.3d 1015, 1017 (8th.(i996)). Similarly, the ALdlecision may not be reversed
because the reviewing court would have detittee case differently. Krogmeier, 294 F.3d at
1022.
V. Discussion

Jenkins alleges that the ALJ erred in ¢desng only evidence of disability prior to

March 31, 2007 (the date her insured status expired under Title Il). (ECF No. 19 at 27.) Jenkins
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contends that, pursuant to tAppeals Council’s order of remd and Eighth Circuit case law,
the second ALJ was required to evaluate all ef eiidence in the record (even if it occurred
after March 31, 2007) to determine if Jenkivas disabled prior to March 31, 2007.

In the its July 29, 2010 Order, the Appeals Goiumoted, in relevanpart, that the ALJ’s
decision did not contain an evaluation ogédting physician, Adam Fitzgerald, M.D., who
expressed the opinion, on Januarg@10, that Jenkins would have aseful ability to deal with
work stresses or maintain attention and conegintr, would have a seriously limited ability to
deal with the public, use judgment, interacthnsupervisors, understand, remember and carry
out complex jobs instructions, behave in anogamally stable manner, relate predictably in
social situations, and demonstrate reliabilitgTr. 91-92.) The Appeals Council stated that Dr.
Fitzgerald's assessment suggests much greateahienitations than reflected in the decision.
(Tr. 92.) The Appeals Council believed that the ALJ's opinion did not explain why Dr.
Fitzgerald's assessment was rejected. (Id.) rédmand, the Appeals Council ordered the ALJ to
give further consideration to Jenkins’ maximiRFC and provide apprdpte rationale with
specific references to the record in supporthef assessed limitations. (Tr. 93.) The Appeals
Council also ordered the ALJ to evaluate tifgating source opiniorend nonexamining source
opinions and explain the wght given to such opinion evidence. (Id.)

In his decision of October 13, 2011, the ALJesahat “[m]ost of the claimant’s medical
evidence is dated after the Mar81, 2007 date last insured stathat will not be included in
this adjudication period.” (Tr. 11.) Jenkins claithat this statement@ans that the ALJ would
not consider any medical eeidce dated after March 31, 200fECF No. 19 at 28.) Jenkins

notes that the ALJ’s discussiai the available medical evides begins at January 5, 2004 and
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ends at February 15, 2007, with the exceptid a notation thafrom March 2007 through
October 2007 she was on Celexa. (Tr.11-12,13.)

In response, the Commissioner argues thatAih] properly considered the entire record
to determine that Jenkins was not disabled wttiame from her alleged onset date of September
1, 2006 through her date last insured, March2BD7. (ECF No. 24 at 5.) The Commissioner
agrees that “[e]vidence from outside the inguperiod can be used ihelping to elucidate a
medical condition during the time for which bétemight be rewarded.” Cox, 471 F.3d at 907
(“Evidence from outside the insured period dam used in ‘helping to elucidate a medical

condition during the time for which benefitgght be rewarded.””)(quoting Pyland v. Apféal49

F.3d 873, 877 (8th Cir.1998)); ECF No. 24 atHhe Commissioner, however, emphasizes that
“to be entitled to benefits Plaiff must prove she was disablééfore her insurece expired.”

(ECF No. 24 at 5 (citing Cox, 471 F.3d at 907). Instead, the @ssianer argues that evidence
that Jenkins was able to perform the activities of daily living and medical evidence prior to her
date last insured provides sgféint evidence that she was migabled prior to March 31, 2007.
(ECF No. 24 at 5-7.)

In Cox v. Barnhart, however, the ALJ coraigd medical evidence from after the time

when the claimant’s insured status expirede Eght Circuit noted that “[a]lthough the ALJ did
not give Dr. Hackbarth’s opian controlling weight, he did nagnore it entirely as Cox
contends.” _Cox, 471 F.3d at 907. dontrast, here, the ALJ faileéd address the medical source
evidence after the date last insured, includirgydhinion of Dr. Fitzgerald. Dr. Fitzgerald, for
example, stated that Jenkins’ anxiety andrdssion “have been chma beginning in childhood
but have worsened over the ptsiee years.” (Tr. 832.) Dr.itEgerald noted tht “Ruschel’s

typical response is one where she seeks isolation, becomes tearful, and is unable to process
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situations and make appropriadecisions to handle the givertusition. With this type of

response, Ruschell found herself unable tofopen the tasks required of her in full-time
employment.” (Id.) The ALJ never address$iis opinion, which clearly implicates the time
period before the date last insdreFurther, the ALJ did not flow the directive of the Appeals
Council, which ordered the ALJ to considee thpinions of Dr. Fitgerald, even though his

opinions were provided outside of the ingsuperiod. _See Basinger v. Heckler, 725 F.2d 1166,

1169 (8th Cir. 1984)(“medical evidence of a claingmnbndition subsequent to the expiration of

the claimant's insured status is relevant ena® because it may bear upon the severity of the

claimant's condition before the expiration o$ lor her insured status”); Bastian v. Schweiker

712 F.2d 1278, 1282, n.4 (8th Cir.198Buyd v. Heckley 704 F.2d 1207, 1211 (11th Cir.1983);

Dousewicz v. Harris646 F.2d 771, 774 (2d Cir.198Boe v. Harris644 F.2d 721, 723 n. 2 (8th

Cir.1981) Gold v. Secretary of H.E.\WW463 F.2d 38, 41-42 (2d Cir.1972); Berven v. Gardner

414 F.2d 857, 861 (8th Cir.1969). The Court finde ALJ’'s narrow focus upon the medical
records solely prior to the date last insuredbéoerror and contrary tihe remand order of the
Appeals Council. On remand, the ALJ musinsider and evaluatemedical evidence that
occurred after the date last ined if it relates to or implicas Jenkins’ medical condition during
the insured period.

Accordingly,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this action iIREVERSED AND REMANDED to the
ALJ to again give further consideration denkins’ maximum RFCral provide appropriate
rationale with specific referencde the record irsupport of the assessed limitations and to
evaluate the treating source opinions and naméxag source opinions and explain the weight

given to such opinion evidence, even if such apisiwere provided afterdhdate last insured.
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The ALJ must state whether such medical opinfmersain to Jenkins’ condition prior to the date
insured date and, if so, explaheir relevance to the ALJ’s disidity determination.
A separate written judgment will be entered on this date in favor of Jenkins and reversing

and remanding this case for further proceedingsyaunt to sentence foaf 42 U.S.C. 8405(Qg).

b

JQ‘:pfA. ROSS
UNFTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Dated this 26th day of March, 2014.
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