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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

TINA WOOTEN-WORD,
Plaintiff, Case N03:13¢v-00837

V. JudgeTrauger

Magistrate Judge Newbern

NANCY A. BERRYHILL, Acting

Commissioner of Social Security,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Pending before theourt in this Social Security appealpkintiff Tina WooterWord’s
Motion for Judgment on the Administrative Record (Doc. No. 13), to witiehCommissioner
of Social Securityhas responded (Doc. No. 21). Woekstord has filed a reply. (Doc. No. 22.)
Upon consideration of thed#éings and the administrative record (Doso. 11,% and for the
reasons given belowyVooten-Words motion for judgmenis DENIED and the decision of the
Commissioners AFFIRMED.

l. Statement of the Case

WootenWord filed applicationsfor disability insurancebenefits and supplemental
security income under Titles Il and XVI of the Social Security Actoly 13,2009, alleging

disability onset as of August 1, 2003 (16), due to “[h]epatitis C, crushed foot and hurt back,

! Nancy A. Berryhill became thacting Commissioner of Social Security on January 23,

2017, replacing Carolyn W. Colvin in that role. Berryhill is therefore appratyisubstituted
for Colvin as the defendant in this action, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 25(d) and
42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(0).

2 Referenced hereinafter by page number(s) following the abbreviatidn
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depression, anxiety, [and] seizufe¢Tr. 172.) Tennessee Disability Determination Services
(DDS) deniedWootenWord's claims upon initial review and again followirger request for
reconsideration. Wooteword subsequently requested de noreview of ter case by an
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ)'he ALJheard the casen January 27, 2012, whaiooten-
Word appeared with counsel and gave testimony. 33+68) A vocatioral expert also testified.
At the concdlision of the hearing, the ALJ took the matter under advisemsittMarch 16,
2012 whensheissued a written decision findingyootenWord not disabled. (Tr15-24) That

decision contains the following enumerated findings:

1. The claimant meets the insured status requirements of the Social Security
Act throughMarch 13 2013.

2. The claimant has not engaged in substantial gainful activity singest
1, 2003, the alleged onset date (20 CFR 404.¥5&kq. and 416.97kt
seq).

3. The claimant has the following severe impairmemistonic hepatitis,

bipolar disorder, attention deficit disorder and anxigBO0 CFR
404.1520(c) and 416.920(c)).

4. The claimant does not have an impairment or combination of impairments
that meets ormedically equals the severity of one of the listed
impairments in 20 CFR Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 (20 CFR
404.1520(d), 404.1525, 404.1526, 416.920(d), 416.925 and 416.926).

5. After careful consideration of the entire record, the undersigned finds that
the claimant has the residual functional capacity to perform medium work
as defined in 20 CFR 404.1567(c) and 416.967(c) in that she can lift 50
pounds occasionally and 25 pounds frequently, and can sit, stand and walk
for six hours each in an eighburday. She can understand and remember
simple and complex decisions, but cannot make executive level decisions.
She has the ability to maintain attention and concentration for periods of
two hours, can appropriately interact with-workers and the general
public, and can adapt to gradual change.

6. The claimant iscapable of performing past relevant work as a data entry
clerk. This work does not require the performance of wel&ted
activities precluded by the claimant’s residual functional cap&@utyCFR
404.1565 and 416.965).



7. The claimant has not been under a disability, as defined in the Social
Security Act, from August 1, 2003, through the date of this decision (20
CFR 404.1520(f) and 416.920(f)).

(Tr.17, 19-20, 24.)
OnJune 19, 2013, the Appeals Council deniédotenWord' s request for review of the
ALJ’'s decision (Tr. 43), rendering that decision final. This civil actigeeking reviewwas
timely filed on August 21, 2013. 42 U.S.C. § 405(qg).
Il. Review of the Record
At herhearing before the ALJ, WootaNord testified that she was thirgight years old
was able to read and writand had attended school through the ninth grade. (Tr. 36.) She
subsequently obtained her GEIM.) She éstified that she had a drivetisense and was able to
drive without limitation. (Tr. 3637.) Her past work historjncludes semskilled jobs as a
certified pharmacy technician both retail and closedoor pharmaceand asdata entry clerk.
(Tr. 38, 59, 62.) When asked to tell the ALJ in her own words why she could not work, Wooten
Word stated
I’'m not able to work because | have to take so much time off work to go to my
doctor’'s appointments and now | have mental health people that come to the
house twice a month. | can'’t sit or stand for, for long, as long periods of time like
| use[d] to be able to because of my depression and my mental health stuff. My
memory, | have memory problems now, | get aggravated with people easer, | g
real nervous in certain situations with a lot bings going on at one time. |
. zone out like for periods of a time, different periods of a time and with my
nausea and vomiting there’s days that, that | mean I'm in the bed for the single
fact that I'm so nauseous or that. 'm you know running back and forth getting

sick and not vomiting and then having to lay back down because [[] jus{djave
nauseous feeling all day.

(Tr. 47.)
WootenWord’'s medical history includes treatment f@hysical ailments including
chronic hepatitis Cwhich causes her nausea dod which Interferon therapyas unhelpful

residual pain from an injury to her left fo@ndlower back painHowever, her arguments for



reversal of the ALJ’s decision are focusedham mental healttconditions. he record ritects
that WooterAWord receivedmental healthtreatmentfrom December 2009 through February
2010 at Volunteer Behavioral Health Care System in Gallatin, Tennessee€/539873 Wooten
Word refused case management services through that organization, but receivetliahdivi
therapy and medication managemetie was diagnosed with Bipolar | Disorder, Most ét¢c
Episode Depressed, Moderate with related insomnia; AttdntionDeficit/Hyperactivity
Disorder, Predominantly Inattentive Tygdr. 385-86.) Thelast treatment nosdrom Volunteer
Behavioral Health Care Systeraflect WooteAWord’s report that her depression medication
was effective in controlling her symptoms, her mood stabilization medicatiorfoabmsing,”
andshe had naside effectsalthough she did report not sleeping wéllr. 3&, 384.)

On November 4, 2010, WootdNord presented for an intake evaluatiorthet Mental
Health Cooperative (MHGh Gallatin, Tennesse€lr. 61719.) She reported having attempted
suicide by prescriptn drug overdose in April 2006. (Tr. 617.) Shlsoreported mood swings,
depression, isolation, agitation, regular auditory hallucinations, reduction in teppstd
reduction in sleep, as well as occasional racing thoughty. Based on these repadte
symptoms, WooteiVord was rated as markedly impaired in all domains of mental functioning
on a Tennessee Clinically Related Group (CRG) foconpleted by Mental Healtl.iaison

Assessment Clinician Jessica Nicholsam the day of her intake. (Tr. 54%7) The record

3 The CRG formdoes not addregske ultimate issue of the patient's wedated abilities

and limitations, buts instead a means of ascertaining the patient’'stahdrealth treatment
classification for purposes of determining her entitlement to-spaiesored healthcareSee
Rosen v. Tenn. Comm’r of Healtdo. 3:980627, 2005 WL 3740426, at *18 (M.D. Tenn. Apr.

28, 2005) (citation omittedyev'd on other groundsRosen v. Goetz410 F.3d 919 (6th Cir.
2005) (“Most states have a way of identifying persons who are SPMI [(severelyraistepdly
mentally ill)]. ... Tennessee uses an evaluation tool known as the Clinically Related Group
(CRG) assssment to classify individuals into the SPMI designation.Tennessee has been
using the CRG assessment process since before the inception of TennCare yotldeS#HMI
population.”).



thereafter documents WooteMvord’'s regular receipt of case management and medication
management serviceBom MHC (Tr. 545-619), which continued through the date of the
hearing. (Tr. 44a, Doc. No. 20, PagelD# 690.)

On November 18, 2010, Woot&Mord received a psychological evaluatietatedto her
participation in the Families First Program of assistance thatositored by the Tennessee
Department of Human ServicégTr. 438-45.) Tte evaluation andormal intelligence testing
were administered by Senior Psychological Examiner Tim K. McConkey. (Tr. 4MI8.)
McConkey reported that Wooteford “obtained a Full Scale 1Q of 64 placing her in the first
percentile and the ‘extremely low’ range of intellectual clasgibod (Tr. 441), and further

found as follows:

Clinical indicators support functional limitations in working memory (storing and
retrieving information in general) and processing speed with indirect impact on
self-direction in many job settings. Ms. Wooteray not be able to take initiative

in settings where she is required to multitask or where stale mood is necessary.

Current test results reveal Ms. Wooten has rather pervasive neurocognitive
challenges and the prognosis for obtaining additional education is poor.

Ms. Wooten’s current test results reveal that she likely meets the technical
threshold criteria for mental retardation based on accepted standards.

(Tr. 443))
On December 22, 2011, Wootviord’s primary case manager at MHC, Krystle Raglin
completed a Medical Source Statement (MSS) of her snaldted mental limitations. (Tr. 620

22.) Ms. Raglin opined that Woot&hord suffered extreme limitations in nearly all domains of

work-related psychological functioning based on the IQ sobtaina by Mr. McConkey and

4 The record reflects that Wootdkord had been receiving Families First assistance since

October 2009 on the basis of “work interruption” due to medical impairntleatéimited her
ability to support her childrerand continued to receive such assistance through at least
December 2011. (Tr. 623-24.)



WootenWord’s Global Assessment of Functioning (GABYore® She further opined that
Wooten-Word had suffered from these limitations since April 1, 1993. (Tr. 620-21.)
II. Conclusions of Law

A. Legal Standard

Judicial review of “ay final decision of the Commissioner of Social Security made after
a hearing’before an Administrative Law Judge (AL3)authorized by the Social Security Act,
which empowers the district court “to enter, upon the pleadings and transcript ofdhe aec
judgment affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the Commissione$oaial
Security, with or without remanding the cause for a rehearing.” 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). This Court
reviews theALJ’s final decisionto determine whether batantial evidece supports itéindings
and whether the correct legal standards were appéler v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec811 F.3d
825, 833 (6th Cir. 2016). “Substantial evidence is less than a preponderance but more than a
scintilla; it refers to relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept asattegquaport
a conclusion.Gentry v. Comm’r of Soc. Se@41 F.3d 708, 722 (6th Cir. 2014). The Court also
reviews the decision for procedural fairness. “The Social Security Astimration has established
rules for how an ALJ must evaluate a disability claim and has made protoigksability
applicants as to how ¢ir claims and medical evidence will be reviewdd.”at 723. Failure to
follow agency rules and regulations, therefore, “denotes a lack of suldstamtiance, even
where the conclusion of the ALJ may be justified based upon the retdrdduotingCole v.
Astrue 661 F.3d 931, 937 (6th Cir. 2011)).

The ALJ’s decision must stand if substantial evidence supports it, even if the record

contains evidence supporting the opposite conclusee. Hernandez v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec.

> It is unclearwhether Ms. Raglin refers to the GAF score ofsBassigned on November

18, 2010 by Mr. McConkey (Tr. 443), or to the score of 40 assigned on November 4, 2010 by
Ms. Nicholson. (Tr. 547, 617.)



644 F. App’x 468, 473 (6tiCir. 2016) (citingKey v. Callahan 109 F.3d 270, 273 (6th Cir.
1997)). This Court may not “try the caske novo resolve conflicts in evidence, or decide
qguestions of credibility.”Ulman v. Comm’r of Soc. Se®93 F.3d 709, 713 (6th Cir. 2012)
(quoting Bass v. McMahqgn499 F.3d 506, 509 (6th Cir. 2007)). “However, a substantiality of
evidence evaluation does not permit a selective reading of the record . . . [butjdkausto
account whatever in the record fairly detracts from its weigBr.goks v.Comm’r of Soc. Sec.
531 F. App’x 636, 641 (6th Cir. 2013) (quoti@garner v. Heckler745 F.2d 383, 388 (6th Cir.
1984)).

B. The Five-Step Inquiry

The claimant bears the ultimate burden of establishing an entitlement to benefits by
proving his or her “inability to engage in any substantial gainful activity bgoreaf any
medically determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expectesutbin death
or which has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less than 12
months.” 42 U.S.C. 823(d)(1)(A). The claimant’'s “physical or mental impairment” must
“result[] from anatomical, physiological, or psychological abnormalittegch are demonstrable
by medically acceptable clinical and laboratory diagnostic techsitjid 8 423(d)(3). The
agency considers a claimant’'s case under astigp sequential evaluation process, described by
the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals as follows:

1. A claimant who is engaging in substantial gainful activity will not be found to
bedisabled regardless of medical findings.

2. A claimant who does not have a severe impairment will not be found to be
disabled.

3. A finding of disability will be made without consideration of vocational
factors, if a claimant is not working and is sufferingnfra severe impairment
which meets the duration requirement and which meets or equals a listed



impairment in Appendix 1 to Subpart P of the Regulations. Claimants with
lesser impairments proceed to step four.

4. A claimant who can perform work that he has done in the past will not be
found to be disabled.

5. If a claimant cannot perform his past work, other factors including age,
education, past work experience and residual functional capacity must be
considered to determine if other work can be performed.

Miller, 811 F.3dat 835 n.6; 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.920. The claimant bears the burden
through step four of proving the existence and severity of the limitations her nmepésr cause
and the fact that she cannot perform past relevant work; howewtepdfive, the burden shifts
to the Commissioner to “identify a significant number of jobs in the economy that actatenm
the claimant’s residual functional capacity and vocational profiletinson v. Comm’r of Soc.
Sec, 652 F.3d 646, 651 (6th Cir. 2011).

When determining a claimant’s residual functional capacity (RFC) at steparfddive,
the ALJ must consider the combined effect of all the claimant’'s impairments, medtal an
physical, exertional and nonexertional, severe and nonseseezl2 U.S.C. § 423(d)(2)(B),
(5)(B); Glenn v. Comm’r of Soc. Se@63 F.3d 494, 499 (6th Cir. 2014) (citing 20 C.F.R.
8404.1545(e)). The agency can carry its burden at the fifth step of the evaluaitiesspby
relying on the MedicaVocational Guidelingscommonlyknown as “the grids,” but only if a
nonexertional impairment does not significantly limit the claimant, and then only Wiee
claimant’s characteristics precisely match the characteristics of the applicableulgriSee
Anderson v. Comm’r @doc. Se¢406 F. App’x 32, 35 (6th Cir. 201Qyyright v. Massanari321
F.3d 611, 61516 (6th Cir. 2003). Otherwise, the grids function only as a guide to the disability
determinationWright, 321 F.3d at 61516; seealso Moon v. Sullivan923 F.2d 1175, 1181 (6th

Cir. 1990). Where the grids do not direct a conclusion as to the claimant’s disaialiggency



must rebut the claimant’s prima faaiase with proof of the claimant’s individual vocational
gualifications to perform specific jobs, typically through vocational expeitrtesy. Anderson
406 F. App’x at 35see Wright 321 F.3d at 616 (quoting SSR-83, 1983 WL 31253, *4 (Jan.
1, 1983)).

C. Plaintiff’'s Statement of Errors

1. Failure to Consider Diagnosed Impairments

WootenWord first argies that the ALJ erred ifailing to properly consider all of her
diagnosed impairment®ither byfailing to consider them explicitlpr by failing to provide
sufficient reasons for finding them nsevere.Specifically, WooteAVord argues that the ALJ
did not properly consider her impairmentsgafstroparesis; multiple diagnoses relating to the
lumbar spine; diagnoses related to the feet and legs, including Morton’s neuroma anfolog lef
migraines; epilepsy; asthma; and goitéboc. No. 14, PagelD# 665.) However, the ALJ
providedan extensive analysis of Wootgviord’'s impairmentsand provided ample explanation
of her finding that WootenWord’s claimed gastroparesisjumbar spinal impairments and
chronic back pain, foot injuries and Morton’s neuroma, seizure disoatet, intellectual
disability were not severe because their claimed severity was contradicted eoyreatord
evidence(Tr. 18-19.)

As for the remaining conditions, the regulations do not reqtiat all diagnosed
impairments beexplicitly reviewedfor their severityin the ALJ’s decisionlndeed, even an
erroneous finding ofhat animpairmentis not severés not necessarilyeversible error, so long
as at least one severe impairment is identified andltliés sequential evaluation continu&ee
Maziarz v. Sec’y of Health & Human Sepn&37 F.2d 240, 244 (6t@ir. 1987). Ultimately, a
claimant’s residual functional capacits determined inight of the combined effects dll

medically determinable impairments, severe and nonsevere alike. Accortlmglgct that some

9



of Wooten-Words diagnosed impairment&ere not mentionedat the step two severity
determination is “leglly irrelevant.” Anthony v. Astrue266 F. Appx 451, 457 (6th Cir. 2008)
(citing Maziarz 837 F.2d at 244 The ALJ considered all of WootéiVords impairments in the
later steps of her analysis.
2. Failure to Consider Listing 12.05(C) (Mild Mental Retardationf

Next, citing the low 1Q scordetermined byMr. McConkey, WooterWord arguedhat
the ALJ should have given explicit considerationwhethershe metListing 12.05(C) (Mild
Mental RetardationHowever, substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s resolution of this issue at
the second step of the fhgtep inquiry (Tr. 18) As the ALJ foundthe diagnostic criteria for
Listing 12.05(C)includedan intellectual deficit accompanied by adaptive defitiat initially
manifestprior to agetwentytwo. 20 C.F.R. p 404, sibpt. P, app. 1, 82.05 (2012)Here, here
is no evidence that Woot&ord exhibited such deficitsefore the age of twentyvo, andthe
single IQ testin the record was conducted after WoetWord had attained that agélr. 18.)
The ALJ further determined that a finding dhe required level oadaptivedeficits would be
inconsistentwith “the fact that{Wooten-Word]did earn a GED, homschooled her son who
graduated from high school, and worked as a pharmacy technadnthat‘the claimant now
resides with her infirm father who requires some logistical assistancealy aakis, and assists
her youngest child in getting ready for schoadld’Y

The cited evidence substantially supports the ALJ's finding WWatotenWord’s
intellectual deficits are n@severe impairmentespite Mr. McConkey’s diagnosis based upon a
single evaluation Accordingly, the ALJ properly declined to consider whet&aoten-Word

satisfied the requirements of Listing 12.05(C). Alternatively, the Alfididing that Wooten

6 This listingwas amended effective January 17, 2017 jsundw titled “intellectual

disorder.” 20 C.F.R. § Pt. 404, subpt. P, App. 1, Listing 12.05 (2017).
10



Word'’s intellectual impairment was not seveen be regarded asdetermination that Wooten
Word did notmeet the ksting. Substantial evidence araithority support that determination.
SeeFoster v. Haltey 279 F.3d 348, 3545 (6th Cir. 2001) (analyzing claimant’s impairment
against diagnostic criteria of Listing 12.05C and finding Listing not met becalgéQ te$ was
done after ag@2; only pertinent evidence regardimgellectual functioning criterion was fact
that claimant left school after ninth grade; and claimant’s work as au@tatg clerk and liquor
store clerk demonstrated ability to perform relativedynplicated tasks).
3. Consideration of Case Manager Raglin’s Opinion

WootenWord next challenges the ALJ’s rejection of case manager Krystle Raglin’s
opinion that she was markedly or extremely limited in all areas of mentaidun®Vooten
Word cites Social Security Ruling (SSR) 08p, which addresses the review of opinions from
“other sources” who are not “acceptable medsmlrces” under the regulatioaadarguesthat
the ALJ did not give due consideration to Ms. Raglin’s opiginddiscounted ifor insufficient
reasons. (Doc. No. 14, PagelD# 670-71.)

The ALJconsidered Ms. Raglin’s opinias follows

The claimant has a medical source statement in her file provided by a case

manager, Kristle Raglin. The statement contains the conclusion that the claimant

is extremely limited in all aspects of understanding, remembering and carrying

out instructions. The assessment also contains the opinion that the claimant is

markedly and extremely limited in her ability to interact appropriately with

supervsors, ceworkers, and the public. That evaluation is inconsistent with the

2009 assessment that the claimant has good concentration, and with the claimant’s

own admission to her case worker that she was preoccupied doing errands in

preparation for a household move, that she home schools her son, and that she

goes out in public to get those errands accomplished. Additionally, in response to

the request to identify the factors that support the assessment, the case worker

wrote, “The GAF score and the IQ test.” She did not mention any specific

symptoms or description of limitation. Her only hand written explanation, read

“The changes in the routine affects [the claimant]. Her major depression and

ADHD affects her also. She is diagnosed through Mental HealtpeZative as
being major depressive and ADHD.” The double report of diagnoses and

11



dependence on the GAF and 1Q scores, with no recitation of symptoms, suggest

that the case worker has a very limited understanding of the claimant’s

psychological conditions and support the Social Security position that the
evaluator is not a reliable source for a medical source statement. Thisiseport
afforded very little weight.

(Tr. 23.)

SSR 063p doesrequire that an ALJ explaithe weight she afford$other sourceé
opinions in away that “allows a claimant or subsequent reviewer to follow the [ALJ]'s
reasoning, when such opinions may have an effect on the outcome of th&&®63p, 2006
WL 2329939, at *Aug. 9, 2006). This standard not demandingMorris v. Comm’r of Soc.
Sec, No. 1:1%cv-154,2012 WL 4953118, at *11 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 17, 201Rre,the ALJ
fully explainedher decision to accord “very little weight” tds. Raglin’s assessmehecause
that assessment was odds with the other medical andttmonial evidencen the recordand
with Wooten-Word’s demonstrated mental functional capathg. courtfinds no error here.

4. The ALJ’s Credibility Finding

Finally, WootenWord argues that the ALJ based her credibility finding on inaccurate
information related to (1) the extent @footenWord’s involvementn her son’shomeschooling,
(2) an assumption that Woot&Nord contracted hepatitis C from intravenous drug use and not
from a workrelated needle stick, and (3) her conviction for thEfie ALJmade the following
findings regarding Wooten-Word'’s credibility:

The claimant is not a credible witness. She presented her Hepatitis C condition as

being caused by a work related injury, but later conceded that she had engaged in

the use of intravenous recreational drugs. She alleged serious foot problems, but
admitted in testimony that she worked on her feet fohtair shifts after her foot

surgery. She explained at the beginning of her hearing that she had lost jobs

because she was terminated secontlayer inability to finish her 9@ay trial

period, because of medical appointments, and because of medication side effects.

However, in later testimony, she admitted that she quit all but one job. She

testified that medications make her sleepy, but tedtithat her only pain
medication was ibuprofen. She said she needed excessive sleep, two to three days

12



in a row, even while taking Adderall. Her report of symptoms is inconsistémt wi

her report of daily activities to her case manager, and her testiduwsimg one

phase of her hearing was inconsistent with testimony during another phhse of t

hearing. The claimant’s credibility is further challenged by the fact thaisste

probation of a crime of dishonesty.
(Tr. 23.)

The ALJ also noted that Wootélord denied any history of intravenous drug abuse at
her consultative examination (Tr. 21, 317), while adngttat her hearing that she hadsed
needles to do drugs” (Tr. 54).

Wooten-Wordargues thathe ALJ erroneously reliecbn the fact that WooteWord
homeschooled her son while ignoring testimony that she took her son to &ta®times a
week (Doc. No. 14, PagelD# 667But WootenWord testified that the tutor was cadl to assist
with “[a]nything [her son]had problems with” or “got stumped on” (Tr. 49), and that she
otherwise administereder son’shomeschooling. (Tr. 4819.)The ALJ appropriately considered
this testimonyin its entirety. FurtherWootenWord’s conviction for theft is an appropriate
considerationn a credibility determinatin anddid not figure prominently in the ALJ’s analysis.
See Adams v. Comm’r of Soc. Sém. 1:10CV-503, 2011 WL 2650688, at *1 (W.D. Mich.
July 6, 2011) (finding that criminal history of larceny is an appropriate factorcredibility
determination and collecting cases with similar holdings).

Of greater concern is the ALJ’s erroneous finding that Wedterd “admitted she did
not contract [hepatitis C] through her work, and that she had in fact used streét(@nudl)
That finding isnot supportedy the recordWootenWord testified that she contracted hepatitis

C through a needle stick at workot through drug or alcohol abysad there is no evidenae

the recordthat she ever statedtherwise (Tr. 41.) The ALJ’s finding that WooteiVord

13



contradicted herself on this point is based on the ALJ’s own inference and not Wamtd's
testimony.

However, this error and the others raised by Wobd¥emd were not the only grounds for
the ALJ’s credibility determinationThe ALJ noted incosistencies between Woot&vord's
testimony regarding her activities and the record ofsirarlar reports to healthcare providers.
(Tr. 23.) The ALJ also found WootaWord’s testimonyabout her limitationdo be internally
inconsistent.lfl.) “Discounting credibility to a certain degree is appropriate where ahfitds
contradictions amanthe medical reports, claimasttestimony, and other evidenc#Valters v.
Comm’r of Soc. Secl27 F.3d 525, 531 (6t@ir. 1997). The credibility determination islso
firmly within the ALJ’s discretionand not to be decided anew lkis wurt; it is due “great
weight and deference particularly since the ALJ has the opportunity, whicowsot, of
observing a witness’s demeanor while testifyingphes v. Comm of Soc. Se¢.336 F.3d 469,
476 (6th Cir. 2003) (citingValters 127 F.3d at 528 A credibility finding is not to be disirbed
“absent compelling reasdnSmith v. Halter 307 F.3d 377 (6tCir. 2001). Giverthatlevel of
deference and thather unchallenged findings that make up the majority of the ALJ’s credibility
determiration, the court finds the ALJ's erroneous assump#boutthe origin of Wooten
Word’s hepatitis C isultimately harmless Substantial evidencetherwisesupports the ALJ’s
credibility determination and there is no compelling reason to reverse it.

In sum, thecourtfinds that the decision of the ALJ is supported by substantial evidence
on the record as a whole. That decisilh therefore be affirmed.

V. Concluson
In light of the foregoingWootenWords Motion for Judgment on thédministrative
Recordis DENIED and the decision of tt@ommissioners AFFIRMED.

It is SOORDERED.
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ENTERED this 29th dayof August 2017. % / W
: s

ALETA A. TRAUGER
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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