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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

TABATHA CELESTE BIGGS )
JOHNSON, )
)
Plaintiff )
) NO. 2:16-cv-00008
V. ) CHIEF JUDGE CRENSHAW
)
NANCY A. BERRYHILL, )
Acting Commissione of Social Security!, )
)
Defendant )
MEMORANDUM

Paintiff filed this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 88 405(g) and 1383(c)(3) to obtain
judicial review of the final decision of the Social Security Administration (“Corsioner”),
denying Plaintiff's claim for Supplemental Security Income (“SSI”) avigledunder Title XVI
of the Social Security Act (“the Act”). The case is currently pending lamti#’s motion for
judgment on the admistrative record (DocNo. 12), to which Defendant has respond@&bc.

No. 14.)

Upon review of the admisirative record as a whole and consideration of the parties’
filings, Plaintiff's motion (Doc. No. 12)is GRANTED. For the reasons stated herein, the Court
REVERSES the decision of the Commissioner aREMANDS this case for further

administrative ppceedings.

1 Nancy A. Berryhillbecame the Acting Commissioner of Social Security on January 23, 2017.
Pursuant to Rule 25(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procediaacy A. Berryhillis substituted for
former Acting Commissioner Carolyn W. Colvin as the defendant in this sui
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I. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff filed an application for SSI on February 25, 20B8e Transcript of the
Administraive Record (DocNo. 10 at74-752 She alleged a disability onset date of February 7
2008 but this was later amended to February 25, 28014, 74-75° Plaintiff alleged that she
was unable to work because of neuropathy, diabetes, seizures, and pain in her feet ARl legs
1134

Plaintiff's applications were denied initially and upon reconsideration. AR/S
Pursuant to her request for a hearing before an administrative law judge ) ‘Aldintiff
appeared with counsel and testified dtearing before AL&eorge L. Evans, llbnJanuary 20,
2012 AR 56. On April 2, 2012, the ALJ denied the claim. ARZ’-79.0n July 3, 2013 the
Appeals CouncilacceptedPlaintiff's request for review of the ALJ’s decisi@md ultimately
remanded the case to the ALJ for further consideration. AR 92. In the accompanyingherder
Appeals Council instructed the ALJ to obtain additional evideagarding Plaintiff's physical
and mental impairments, provide further evaluation of Plaintiffs mental impairmgivs

further consideration to Plaintiff’'s residual functional capacity, provigéhér evaluation of

2 The Transcript of the Administrative Record is hereinafter referencéiaebabbreviation “AR”
followed by the corresponding page number(s) as numbered in large black print on the righttom
corner of each page. All other filings are hereinafter referenced by ltheveation “DE” followed by the
corresponding docket entry number and page number(s) where appropriate.

3 The court notes that Plaintiff appears to have filed an earlier agptidar SSI on July 2, 2008
in which she alleged an onset date of June 27, 2008. AR 76. However, neither ésenparthe ALJ has
addresed this separate filing to date. Tbeurttherefore assumes that this separate application is not at
issue

4 Defendant additionally found evidence that Plaintiff suffers fotresity and decreased vision
AR 113.



Plaintiff's past work experience, anifl warranted by the expanded record, obtain evidence from
a vocational expert “to clarify the effect of the assessed limitations on the daiman
occupational base.” AR 945.

Following remand, Plaintiff appeared with counsel for an additional heaefayebthe
ALJ on July 21, 2014. On October 27, 2014, the ALJ again denied Plaintiff's claim. AR.11
The Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's second request for review of the ALdisiale(AR 1-
3), thereby making the ALJ’s decision the final dgmn ofthe Commissioner. This civil action
was thereafter timely filed, and the Court has jurisdiction. 42 U.S.C. § 405(Q).

[I. THE ALJ FINDINGS

The ALJ issuedh secondunfavorable decision on October 27, 20AR 11-13 Based

upon the record, the ALJ made the follogyenumerated findings:

1. The claimant has not engaged in substantial gainful activity Belocaiary 25
2010, the application date (20 CFR 416.874eq.).

2. The claimant has the following severe impairmeabsesity[,] diabetes, spina
bifida, history of seizures[,] and major depressive disorder with anxious
distresg416.920(c)).

*kk

3. The claimant does not have an impairment or combination of impairments that
meets or medically equals one of the listed impairments in 20 CFR Part 404,
Subpart P, Appendix 1 (20 CFR 416.920(d), 416.925 and 416.926).

*kk

4. After careful consideration of the entire record, the undersigned thadshe
claimant has theesidual functional capacity to perform sedentary work as
defined in 20 CFR 416.967(&xcept that she wouldebmildly limited in
doing simple jobs and judgment; she has ability to understand, remember, and
carry out simple instructions and make judgments on simple -vetated
decisions. She is moderately limited in ability to interact with others;
understandingremembering, and carrying out complex instructions; and
making judgments on complex werklated decisions. She is moderately
limited in ability to interact appropriately with the public, supervisors, and
coworkers, and ability to respond appropriatelysoal work situations and to
changes in a routine work setting. She can lift and carry occasionally up to 10

3



pounds. She can sit, stand, or walk continuously for one hour for each for [sic]
total of eight hours each in an eididur day, i.e. eight hoursitting, eight
hours standing, eight hours walking. She does not require a cane for
ambulation. She could occasionally perform reaching overhead with either
hand. She can occasionally use either foot for foot controls. She could perform
frequent handling and fingering with bilateral hands. She could occasionally
climb stairs and ramps and never climb ladders or scaffolds. She could
occasionally bend, stoop, kneel, crouch, crawl or be around unprotected
heights. She could occasionally be around moving mechanical parts, operating
motor vehicle, and humidity/wetness. She could have no exposure to
significant pulmonary irritants

*kk

5. The claimantas no past relevant work (20 CFR 416.965).

6. The claimant was born on February 11, 18n8 was32 years old, whichs
defined as a younger individual age-44 on the date the application was
filed (20 CFR 416.963).

7. The claimant has high schooleducation and is able to communicate in
English (20 CFR 416.964).

8. Transferability of job skills is not an issue tims case because the claimant
does not have past relevant work (20 CFR 416.968).

9. Considering the claimant’s age, education, work experience, and residual
functional capacity, there are jobs that exist in significant numbers in the
national economy that the claimant can perform (20 CFR 416.969 and
416.969(a)).

*kk

10.The claimant has not been under a disability,edgéd in the Social Security
Act, since February 25 2010, the date the application was filed (20 CFR
416.920(9).

AR 16-25.

> The ALJ defined “mildly limited” as “a slight limitation but can generally fimctwell,” and
“moderately limited” as “more than a slight limitation but can still function sattsféy.” AR 18, m.1-2.
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lll. REVIEW OF THE RECORD

The parties and the ALJ have thoroughly summarized and discussed the medical and
testimonial evidence of the administrative record. Accordingly, the Court veitiugs those
matters only to the extent necessary to analyze the parties’ arguments.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A. Standard of Review

The determination of disability under the Aistan administrative decision. The only
guestions before this Court upon judicial review are: (i) whether the decision of the
Commissioner isgpported by substantial evidence, and (ii) whether the Commissioner made
legal errors in the process of reaching the decisi@nU.S.C. § 405(g)See Richardson v.
Perales 402 U.S. 389, 401, 91 S. Ct. 1420, 28 L. Ed. 2d 842 (1971) (adopting and defining

substantial evidence standard in context of Social Security c&s#s). Comm'r of Soc. Sec.

609 F.3d 847, 854 (6th Cir. 2010fhe Commissioner’s decision must be affirmed if it is
supported by substantial evidence, “even if there is substantial evidenceeedrethat would

have supported an opposite conclusididkley v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec581 F.3d 399, 406 (6th

Cir. 2009) (quotingKey v. Callahan109 F.3d 270, 273 (6th Cir. 1997)); Jones v. Comm’r of

Soc. Se.336 F.3d 469, 477 (6th Cir0@3); Her v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec203 F.3d 388, 3890
(6th Cir. 1999).

Substantial evidence is defined as “more than a mere scintilla” and “such televan
evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a con8ligtiardson,

402 U.S.at 401 (quoting Consol. Edison Co. v. NLRB, 305 U.S. 197, 229, 59 S. Ct. 206, 83 L.

Ed. 126 (1938)); Rogers v. Comm’r of Soc. $486 F.3d 234, 241 (6th Cir. 200LeMaster v.
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Weinberger 533 F.2d 337, 339 (6th Cir. 1976) (quoting Sixth Circuit opinions adopting
language substantially similar to thatRichardsoin
The Court’s review of the Commissioner’s decision is limited to the record mate i

administrative hearing process. Jones v. Secretary, 945 F.2d 1365, 1369 (6B9Q)ir.A

reviewing court may not try the cade novo, resolve conflicts in evidence, or decide questions

of credibility. See, e.g., Garner v. Heckler, 745 F.2d 383, 387 (6th Cir. 1984) (cikhgprs v.

Richardson 471 F.2d 1265, 1268 (6th Cir. 1972Jhe Court must accept the ALJ’'s explicit

findings and determination unless the record as a whole is without substantial @evidenc

support the ALJ’s determinatiod2 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g)See, e.g., Houston v. Sec’y of Health &
Human Servs., 736 F.2d 365, 366 (6th Cir. 1984).

B. Determining Disability at the Administrative Level

The claimant has the ultimate burden of establishing an entitlement to benefitsiog p
her “inability to engage in any substantial gainful activity by reasonargf medically
determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to result in dedticlo
has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less than H2”mMant
U.S.C. 8§ 432(d)(1)(A). The asserted impairment(s) muost demonstrated by medically
acceptable clinical and laboratory diagnostic technig&es.42 U.S.C. 88 432(d)(3) and
1382c(a)(3)(D); 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1512(a), (c), and 404.1513(d). “Substantial gainful activity”
not only includes previous work performey tthe claimant, but also, considering the claimant’s
age, education, and work experience, any other relevant work that exists itidhal onomy
in significant numbers regardless of whether such work exists in the imtmadea in which the
claimantlives, or whether a specific job vacancy exists, or whether the claimant woulcete hi

if she applied. 42 U.S.C. 8§ 423(d)(2)(A).



In the proceedings before the Social Security Administration, the Comnassiaunst
employ a fivestep, sequential evaluatigrocess in considering the issue of the claimant’s

alleged disabilitySee Heston v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 245 F.3d 528, 534 (6th Cir. 28@bot

v. Sullivan, 905 F.2d 918, 923 (6th Cir. 1990). First, the claimant must show that she is not
engaged in “sostantial gainful activity” at the time disability benefits are sou@tise v.

Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 502 F.3d 532, 539 (6th Cir. 2007); 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(b), 416.920(b).

Second, the claimant must show that she suffers from a severe impairmene¢tatine 12

month durational requirement. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii)), 416.920(a)(&4@)also

Edwards v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 113 F. App’x 83, 85 (6th Cir. 2004). Third, if the claimant has
satisfied the first two steps, the claimant is presumeabblid without further inquiry, regardless

of age, education or work experience, if the impairment at issue either appehesregulatory

list of impairments that are sufficiently severe as to prevent any gamfalbgment or equals a

listed impairmentCombs v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 459 F.3d 640, 643 (6th Cir. 2006); 20 C.F.R.

88 404.1520(d), 416.920(d). A claimant is not required to show the existence of a listed
impairment in order to be found disabled, but such showing results in an automatic éihding

disability that ends the inquirgee Combs supra; Blankenship v. Bowen, 874 F.2d 1116, 1122

(6th Cir. 1989).

If the claimant’s impairment does not render her presumptively disabled, thie $tejt
evaluates the claimant’s residual functional capaicitrelationship to her past relevant work.
Combs supra. “Residual functional capacity” (“RFC”) is defined as “the most [the claimant] can
still do despite [her] limitations.” 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1545(a)(1). In determiningimaht’'s RFC,
for purposes of the analysis required at steps four and five, the ALJ is required torctheside
combined effect of all the claimant's impairments, mental and physical, exertiodal an
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nonexertional, severe and nonsevé&e 42 U.S.C. 88 423(d)(2)(B), (5)(B); Foster vouen

853 F.2d 483, 490 (6th Cir. 1988). At the fourth step, the claimant has the burden of proving an
inability to perform past relevant work or proving that a particular past job should not be
considered relevanCruse 502 F.3d at 539Jones 336 F.3d at 474. If the claimant cannot
satisfy the burden at the fourth step, disability benefits must be denied becausénthetads

not disabled. Combsupra.

If a claimant is not presumed disabled but shows that past relevant work cannot be
performed, tk burden of production shifts at step five to the Commissioner to show that the
claimant, in light of the claimant’s RFC, age, education, and work experiencpedorm other
substantial gainful employment and that such employment exists in significaers in the

national economy. Longworth v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 402 F.3d 591, 595 (6th Cir. 2005)

(quotingWalters v. Comm’r of Soc. Seel02 F.3d 525, 529 (6th Cir. 19973ee also Felisky v.

Bowen 35 F.3d 1027, 1035 (6th Cir. 1994). To rebptiana facie case, the Commissioner must
come forward with proof of the existence of other jobs a claimant can petfongworth 402

F.3d at 595See also Kirk v. Sec'y of Health & Human Servs., 667 F.2d 524, 528 (6th Cir.

1981), cert. denied, 461 U.S. 957, 103 S. Ct. 2428, 77 L. Ed. 2d 1315 (1983) (uphaidéng
validity of the medicalocational guidelines grid as a means for the Commissioner of carrying
his burden under appropriate circumstances). Even if the claimant’s impairpreaént the
claimant fromdoing past relevant work, if other work exists in significant numbers in the
national economy that the claimant can perform, the claimant is not disabled. Rabbers

Comm’r of Soc. Se¢.582 F.3d 647, 652 (6th Cir. 200%ee also Tyra v. Sec’y of Health &

Human Servs., 896 F.2d 1024, 128 (6th Cir. 1990)Farris v. Sec’y of Health & Human




Servs, 773 F.2d 85, 889 (6th Cir. 1985)Mowery v. Heckler 771 F.2d 966, 9690 (6th Cir.
1985).
If the question of disability can be resolved at any point instéguential evaluation

process, the claim is not reviewed further. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520@¢4).so Higgs v. Bowen

880 F.2d 860, 863 (6th Cir. 1988) (holding that resolution of a claim at step two of the evaluative
process is appropriate in some circumstances).

C. The ALJ’s Five-Step Evaluation of Plaintiff

In the instant case, the ALJ resolved Plaintiff's claim at step five of thesfepeprocess.
The ALJ found that Plaintiff met the first two steps, but determined at step that Plaintiff
was na presumptively disabled because she did not have an impairment or combination of
impairments that met or medically equaled the severity of one of the listed impairm@gts in
C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, AppendixAt.step four the ALJ found that Plairffi had nopast
relevant work At step five, the ALJ found that Plaintiff's RFC allowed her to perform sadgent
work with other express limitations to account for her severe impairjramdsthat considering
her age, education, work experience, and RF&gethre jobs that exist in significant numbers in
the national economy that Plaintiff can perform. AR 16-25.

D. Plaintiff’'s Assertions of Error

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ erred by (a)ling to properly consider and weigh the entire
opinion of the consudtive examiner, and (Zailing to properly evaluate her credibilitpE 13
at 1. Plaintiff therefore requests that this case be reversed and benefitschwa, alternatively,
remanded pursuant to sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for further catisidby a new
ALJ.Id. at11-12.

Sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(qg) states the following:
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The court shall have power to enter, upon the pleadings and transcript of the
record, a judgment affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the
Commissionerof Social Security, with or without remanding the cause for a
rehearing.
42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g), 1383(c)(3)In cases where there is an adequate record, the
[Commissioner’s] decision denying benefits can be reversed and bemneditded if the decision

is dearly erroneous, proof of disability is overwhelming, or proof of disability nengt and

evidence to the contrary is lackii Mowery v. Heckler 771 F.2d 966, 973 (6th Cir. 1985).

Furthermore, a court can reverse the decision and immediately awafdsbiéral essential
factual issues have been resolved and the record adequately establishes a<lantigement

to benefits. Faucher v. Secretary7 F.3d 171, 176 (6th Cir. 1994ee also Newkirk v. Shalala

25 F.3d 316, 318 (1994)hecourt addessesach of Plaintiff's assertions of error below.

1. The consultative examination.

On February 17, 2014, Dr. Terrence Leveck performed a consultative examination of
Plaintiff. AR 60306. He prepared a Medical Source Statement (“MSS”) based on tlegBn
from his examination that included many physicastrictions including his opinion that
Plaintiff was limited to “occasionafreaching overhead and reaching in all other directidtis
the bilateral handAR 608609.During Plaintiff's second adinistrative hearing, the ALJ posed
a hypothetical question to a vocational expert (“VE”) based oplilgsicalrestrictions included
in Dr. Leveck’'s MSSand the mental restrictions included in a separate MSS completed by Dr.
Kathryn Galbraith. AR 54, 619-22. However,the ALJ omitted the restrictiopertaining to

“occasional’reaching in all other directions when he posed the hypothetical to the VE. AR 51.

6 “Occasionally” is defined in the MSS as “very little to eh&d of the time” during an eight
hour workday. AR 607.
10



Without this limitation, he VE opinedthat Plaintiff would be able to perform multiple jobs in
the state and national economy. AR 52-53.

Counsel for Plaintiff took note of this omission and proceeded tdaheskE how this
particular limitation would impact the jobs the VE had stated would be available to Plaintif

Counsel: [1]'d like to add occasional, not only occasional reaching overhead

but also occasional reaching, you know, in any direction, and |

don’t believe that was given in that .... If you add occasional

reaching in the dominant hand and the left hand with no balance to
the others, would that have any effect on the jobs that you cited?

VE: Just for the occasional reaching bilaterally, | would have no jobs.

AR 54. The VE therefore testified that the limitation involving occasional reaching in all
directions would preclude employment.

The ALJ subsequently ascribed &+C thatincluded a restriction that Plaintiff “could
occasionally perform reaching overhead with either hand,” but did not include atatibmifor
reaching in all directions. AR 189. The ALJ did, howeveracknowledgehe limitation in his
discussion of Dr. Leveck’s opinion befartimatelygiving the opinion significant weight:

[Plaintiff] could occasionally reach and reach overhead with hands bilatendlly a

frequently handle/finger with right hand .The undersignedives the vast bulk

of [Dr. Leveck’s] opinion significant weight because it is mostly consisteitt wi

the findings at the exam and the longitudinal medical evidence. However, the

undersigned gives little weight to the postural restrictions of never labilegto

bend, stoop, balance, etc. because these do not find support in the physical exam

findings, the medical evidence, the daily activities, ordingitudinalrecord. The

overall medical record shows the claimant is capable of no more than occasional

postural movements such as bending, balancing, stooping, etc.
AR 23.

Plaintiff contendghat the ALJ erred bgmitting the limitationconcerning heability to
reach in all directions and correctly notes that the VE concluded that no jobs wouldl@ig@evai

for a claimant with such a limitatioRlaintiff notes that the ALJ provided ample explanation for
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his decision to reject Dr. Leveck’s postural limitations, yet failed to désausnitation that the
VE explicitly stated would preclude gainful employment. DE 13 at 7-8.

The Sixth Circuit has held tha “vocational expert's testimony in response to an
accurate hypothetical represents substantial evidence that the claimant has thenalocatio

gualifications to perform specific joisDyer v. Soc. Sec. Adin., 568 F. App’x 422, 4289

(6th Cir. 2014) (internal citations omittedfhe Sixth Circuit has additionallgtatedthat in
fashioninga hypotheticato the VE, the ALJ “is required to incorporate only those limitations

accepted as credible by the finadé fact” Casey v. Sec’y of Health & Human Sen@37 F.2d

1230, 1235 (6th Cir. 1993¢iting Hardaway v. Sec’y of Health & Human Sern&23 F.2d 922,

928 (6th Cir. 1987))It is then the ALJ'sduty to “articulate how the evidence in the record
suppors the RFC detenination, discuss the claimastability to perform sustained werklated

activities, and explain the resolution of any inconsistencies in the re@eidiado v. Comnr’ of

Soc. Se;.30 F. App’x 542, 548 (6th Cir. 2002).

Defendant responds Plaintiff's assertion of error bgbservingthat the ALJ‘explicitly
noted the restriction in the decision when describing Dr. Leveck’s opinion.” DE 14Tais9.
does nathoweverexplainwhy the ALJ acknowledged the limitation but failedrioorpoate it
into the RFCwithout any justificationdespite according “significant weight” to the “vast bulk”

of the opinion.See Marshall v. Comnt of Soc. Se¢.No. 3:14cv-465, 2015 WL 7273113, at *6

(S.D. Ohio Nov. 17, 2015)gport and recommendation adopted, 2015 WL 8682785 (S.D. Ohio
Dec. 11, 2015)(holding that the ALJ committed reversible error by according opinions
significant weightbut failing to explain why certain limitations were not included in the RFC
finding). The ALJ’s failure to address thimanipulativelimitation is especially puzzling since
the ALJdid explain why he elected not to adopt the postural limitations in Dr. Leveck’s opinion.
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See AR 23. This omission is even mocenfounding in light of the VE's testimony that such a
limitation wauld preclude employmentee AR 54.

Furthermore, the ALJ discounted tbenclusionf every other physician who provided
an opinionregarding Plaintiff's physical limitations in favor of the restrictigmsffered by Dr.
Leveck.Dr. Mark Watson performed consultative examination in September of 2008 (AR 525)
and completed an accompanying MSS that included no manipulative restrictions. AR.521
Yet the ALJ gave “little weight” to Dr. Watson'’s conclusions in light of timelihgs from Dr.
Leveck’s consiltiative examination. AR 22. Similarly, Dr. Donita Keown provided a consultative
examination in November of 2010 (AR 488) and opined that Plaintiff could “continuously”
reach in all directions. AR 4991.” However, the ALJ accorded “little weight” this opinion
“because more weight attaches to an opinion from ... Dr. Leveck[.]” ARigaally, the ALJ
accorded “less than full weight” to the opinion of r@amining State physician Dr. Frank
Penningtonwho opined that Plaintiff had no manipulative limitations whatsoesgecifically
based on the “greater weight attache[d]” to Dr. Leveabpinion. AR 23.There is no other
opinion in the recorgbertainingto Plaintiff's physical limitationsAs such, the ALJ discounted
the opinions of all other physiciann favor of the physical restrictions assigned by Dr. Leveck,
yet elected not to include a limitation in the RFC that the VE explicitly stated would geeclu
employment and failed to provide any explanation as to thRyimitation was omitted.The
courtconcludes that this represents reversible error that warrants remdmsl cdge for further

considerationSee Moore v. Colvin, No. 2:14v-455, 2015 WL 5675805, at *7 (S.D. Ohio Sept.

28, 2015)(“[T]he ALJ’s failure to explain why he did not adopt tlmitations of medical

" “Continuously” is defined in th MSS as “more than twihirds of the time” during an eight
hour workday. AR 489.
13



sources to whose opinion he afforded ‘significamteight constitutes a reversible eripr.See

also Stoddard v. Astrue, No. 3:08+-91, 2010 WL 3723924, at *1 (E.D. Tenn. Feb. 19, 2010),

report and recommendation adopted, 2010 WL 3724144 (E.D. Tenn. Sept. 15, 20@®)Iding
that ALJ’s failure to explain why limitations included in an opinion adopted by thewdre not
included in the RFC was reversible error).

Although the ALJ “need not discuss every piece of evidence in thedfdoeralso “may

not ignore an entire line of evidence that is contrary to the rul@iig v. Colvin, No. 3:12v-

0333, 2014 WL 1287178, at *12 (M.D. Tenn. Mar. 28, 20(iAjernal citations omitted).
Moreover, “naccuracies, incomplete analysis and saolreed conflicts of evidence can serve as a

basis for remantl.Karger v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 414 F. App’x 739, 749 (6th Cir. 2(Héje,

the ALJ failed to discuss a crucial piece of evidence in his opitinah conflicted with his
determination that Plaintiff is not disabledamely a physical restriction proposed by a
consultative examiner whose opinion was accorded “significant weight,” and tailexplain
why the limitation was omitted from the assigned RB& Marshall 2015 WL 7273113, at *6
(“[T] he ALJ must meaningfully explain why certain limitations are noluged in the RFC
determination— especially when such limitations are set forth in opinions the ALJ weighs

favorably”). See also O’'Ryan v. Comn¥ of Soc. Se¢.No. 3:14cv-125, 2015 WL 689607, at

*5 (S.D. Ohio July 30, 2015),eport and recommendation adopted, 2015 WL 4934190 (S.D.
Ohio Aug. 18, 2015)holding that ALJ committed reversible error by failing to explain why
certain limitations from a medical opinion she accorded “great weight” weited from the
RFC).The ALJ’s decision ishereforenot supported by substantial evidenaegdthe courtthus
finds that this case must be remanded for an additional hearing before a new light of this
finding, the court declines to address Plaintiff's second assertion of eyesdirey credibility.
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V. CONCLUSION
For the above stated reasons, Plaintiff’'s motion for judgment on the administeatve r

(DE 12) is GRANTED. An appropriate Order will accompany this memorandum.

Wed >, (S5l !

WAVERLY ©) CRENSHAW
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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