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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE
DISTRICT OF VERMONT
Debra A. Gurule,
Plaintiff,
V. CivilAction N0.2:11-CV-96

Michael J. Astrue,
Commissioner of Social Security,

Defendant.

OPINION AND ORDER
(Docs. 13, 18)

Plaintiff Debra Gurule brings this ach pursuant to 42 U.S. § 405(g) of the
Social Security Act, requesting reviewdaremand of the decision of the Commissioner
of Social Security (“Commissioner”) denyimgr application fodisability insurance
benefits. Pending before the Court are Gisumotion to reverse the Commissioner’s
decision (Doc. 13), and the Commissioner’s motion to affirm the same (Doc. 18). For the
reasons stated below, the Court GRANTS Gurule’s motigpaity DENIES the
Commissioner’s motion; and REMANDS for fher proceedings aralnew decision.

Background

Gurule was fifty years oldn her alleged onset date@€tober 19, 2002. She
received an associate’s degree in liberaliart®72, and was working on a degree in
drug and alcohol rehabilitation in 1993. eShorked as a waitss for many years until
approximately 1988. Thereafter, she had taed attempts to work as a housekeeper,

stopping each job due to pain. Betwegproximately 2008nd 2008, she first
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volunteered and then worked part-time agaimeach specialist at a center for individuals
abusing drugs and alcohol.

Gurule is divorced and has two adult cheld and one grandchild. She apparently
was receiving disability benefifsom July 1989 until May 201, at which time benefits
were terminated due to medical improvement. (Doc. 13 at 2. h&hlkeeen homeless for
several periods since 2001, and recewefhily meal from Meals on Wheels from 2002
through 2005. In 2001, sheslocustody of her teenage son. For some period of time
between 2002 and 2008, hertimer supported her, and she lived with her mother for
approximately one-and-one-hgkars, until her mother entera nursing home in 2008.
(AR 42.) In or around the fatif 2008, Gurule’s daughtevas incarcerated in Georgia
and the State took custody®@firule’s granddaughter. (AR 609, 611.) Between 2002
and 2008, Gurule had periods of alcohol &asd periods of sobriety. (AR 44.) She
claims she has been solsance 2008. (AR 43.)

In January 2009, Gurulddd an application for diality insurance benefits,
alleging that she has been uleato work since October 12002 due to myofascial pain
syndrome, back pain, istic pain, osteoarthritis, alcohatmns panic attacks, anxiety, and
sleep problems. (AR 177-7304, 209.) The applicatiomas denied initially and on
reconsideration. On November 10, 20A@ministrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Edward
Hoban conducted a hearing thre application. (AR 285.) Gurule appeared and
testified, and was represented by coun$@cational expert (“VE”) James Parker also
testified at the hearing. (AR 60-65.) Oecember 23, 2010, the ALJ issued a decision

finding that Gurule was not disabled under 8ocial Security Act from her alleged onset



date of October 19, 2002 thigiu her date last insured $éptember 30, 2005. (AR 11-
21.) A few months later, the Decision RewiBoard affirmed the ALJ’s decision,
rendering it the final decision of the Comms®er. (AR 1-5.) Having exhausted her
administrative remedies, Gurule filed then@@aint in this actioron April 12, 2011.
(Doc. 3.)

ALJ Decision

The Commissioner uses a five-step setjgaeprocess to evaluate disability
claims. See Butts v. Barnhar888 F.3d 377, 380-81 (2d Cir. 2004). The first step
requires the ALJ to determine wefner the claimant is presently engaging in “substantial
gainful activity.” 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(1#116.920(b). If the claimant is not so
engaged, step two requires the ALJ teedmine whether the claimant has a “severe
impairment.” 20 C.F.R. 8804..1520(c), 416.920(c). If th&LJ finds that the claimant
has a severe impairment, the third step meguihe ALJ to make a determination as to
whether the claimant’s impanent “meets or equals” an pairment listed in 20 C.F.R.
Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix(“the Listings”). 20 C.F.R§8 404.1520(d), 416.920(d).
The claimant is presumptively disabledht impairment mestor equals a listed
impairment. Ferraris v. Heckley 728 F.2d 582, 584 (2d Cir. 1984).

If the claimant is not presumptively didad, the ALJ is required to determine the
claimant’s residual functional capacity (“RF, meaning “the most [the claimant] can
still do despite [his or her m&al and physical] limitation$based on all the relevant
medical and other evidence in the reco?d C.F.R. 88 404.1520(e), 404.1545,

416.920(e), 416.945. The fourth step requihesALJ to consider whether the claimant’s



RFC precludes the performance of hiser past relevant work. 20 C.F.R. 88
404.1520(f), 416.920(f). Finally, at the hifstep, the ALJ determines whether the
claimant can do “any other work.” 20 CR=.88 404.1520(g), 416.920(g). The claimant
bears the burden of proving histar case at steps one through f@utts 388 F.3d at
383; and at step five, there is a “limited ¢b&m shift to the Commissioner” to “show that
there is work in the national ecomy that the claimant can dd?bupore v. Astrueb66
F.3d 303, 306 (2d Cir. 2009) (cifying that the buden shift to th&Commissioner at step
five is limited, and the Commissioner “rterot provide additioria@vidence of the
claimant’s [RFC]").

When faced with a claimant who has a doungilcohol addiction, such as Gurule
here, the ALJ is required to consider an egtep in the five-step sequential evaluation.
Salazar v. Barnhar468 F.3d 615, 622 (10th Cir. 2006)he Social Security Act states:
“An individual shall not be considered to 8isabled . . . if alcholism or drug addiction
would (but for this subparagwh) be a contributing factor material to the Commissioner’s
determination that the individual assabled.” 42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(2)(ge Porter v.
Chater, 982 F. Supp. 918, 921-22 (W.D.N.Y. 199Accordingly, if the ALJ finds that
the claimant is disabled, and there is medeadence of the claimastdrug addiction or
alcoholism, the ALJ “must determine whetlfiguat] drug addictioror alcoholism is a
contributing factor material to the determioatof disability.” 20C.F.R. § 404.1535(a).

Employingthis sequentialnalysis, ALJ Hoban first dermined that Gurule had
not engaged in substantial gainful activity since her alletigability onset date of

October 19, 2002. (AR 13.) At step tvibe ALJ found that Gurule had the severe



impairments of myofascial pain syndrondepression with anxiety, and a history of

chronic alcohol abuse through 2008. (AR 1@9nversely, the ALJ found that Gurule’s
“mild disc degeneration” caudeno more than mild limiteon in her ability to perform

basic work activities. I§.) At step three, the ALJ detemmed that Gurule’s impairments,
including her substance use disorder, met sections 12.04 and 12.09 of the Listings. (AR
14-15.) The ALJ further found that, if Gue stopped the substance use, she would
continue to have a severe impairment anbmation of impairmeist but none of these
Impairments or combination of impairmemould meet or medically equal a listed
impairment. (AR 15-16.)

Next, the ALJ determined that, if Gleustopped the substance use, she would
have the RFC to perform “light work,” asfaed in 20 C.F.R. 8 404567(b), except that
she could only occasionaltoop, crouch, and perform other postural activities; she
could perform tasks involving only one-to-three steps; and she could tolerate only
occasional social interactionth the public, cavorkers, and supervisors. (AR 17.)
Given this RFC, the ALJ founithat Gurule was unable to pemfio her past relevant work
as a server. (AR 20.) Reahg on testimony from the VE, however, the ALJ determined
that, if Gurule stopped the substance ussethvould be a significant number of jobs in
the national economy that Gurule couldfpem, including office cleaner, price marker,
and inserter. (AR 20-21.) The ALJ cdimded that, because Gurule would not be
disabled if she stopped the substance husesubstance use disorder was a contributing
factor material to the determination o§dbility; and thus she Hanot been disabled

within the meaning of th8ocial Security Act from her alleged onset date of



October 19, 2002 through the date lasuned of September 30, 2005. (AR 21.)

Standard of Review

The Social Security Act defines the tefdmsability” as the “indility to engage in
any substantial gainful activityy reason of any medicaltleterminable physical or
mental impairment which can legpected to result in death or which has lasted or can be
expected to last for a continuous periodhof less than 12 omths.” 42 U.S.C. 8
423(d)(1)(A). A persn will be found disabled only it is determined that his
“impairments are of such severity that heat only unable to do his previous work][,] but
cannot, considering his ageluzation, and work experienamgage in any other kind of
substantial gainful work wbh exists in the natiomh@conomy.” 42 U.S.C. §
423(d)(2)(A).

In reviewing a Commissioner’s disability decision, the court limits its inquiry to a
“review [of] the admistrative recordie novao determine whether there is substantial
evidence supporting the . . . decision anetlr the Commissioner applied the correct
legal standard."Machadio v. Apfel276 F.3d 103, 10&8¢ Cir. 2002) (citingshaw v.

Chater, 221 F.3d 126, 1B(2d Cir. 2000))see42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). A court’s factual
review of the Commissioner’s decision isited to determiningvhether “substantial
evidence” exists in the rembto support such deomsi. 42 U.SC. § 405(g)Rivera v.
Sullivan 923 F.2d 964, 967 (2d Cir. 199%ge Alston v. Sulliva®04 F.2d 122, 126 (2d
Cir. 1990) (“Where there is substantialdance to support either position, the
determination is one to be made by the[fffinder.”). “Substantibevidence” is more

than a mere scintilla; iheans such relevant eviderasea reasonable mind might accept



as adequate to support a conclusiBichardson v. Peralegl02 U.S. 389, 401 (1971);
Poupore 566 F.3d at 305. In its deliberatiotisg court should consider that the Social
Security Act is “a remedial statute to beadly construed and liberally applied.”
Dousewicz v. Harris646 F.2d 771, 773 (2d Cir. 1981).

Analysis
l. Work Existing in “Significant Numbers”

Gurule argues that the ALJ erred oncluding that work existed in the national
economy that she could perform. Specificalburule asserts that the 370 regional jobs
and 715,000 nati@l jobs that the VE testified sltould perform do not constitute
“significant numbers” of jobs, as requirbg the regulations. In response, the
Commissioner contends that the number®b$ jprovided by the VE and relied upon by
the ALJ constitute “significant numbers.”

As outlined above, the fifth step oftiA\LJ’s sequential analysis requires the ALJ
to determine whether the claimant abdb “any other work” during the alleged
disability period. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(dh reaching this ecision, the ALJ must
consider whether work exists “in the natibeeonomy” that the claimant could do. 42
U.S.C. 8 423(d)(2)(A). The galations define such wols, “work which exists in
significant numbersither in the region where [the alaant] lives or in several regions of
the country.”ld. The regulations further provide that the availability of jobs is
determined “regardless of wihetr such work exists in themmediate area in which [the
claimant] lives.” Id. Thus, an ALJ meets the requiremehshowing the existence of a

significant number of jobs that number of jobs is aNable either regionally or



nationally. The ALJ here found that, basedthe VE's testimony, the jobs of office
cleaner, price marker, and inserter, weregs@ntative of the type Gurule could perform,
and there were 370 of these jobs reglynand 715,000 nationally. (AR 24eeAR 61-
62.)

Courts have refused to draw a brighe standard for the minimum number of
jobs required to show that wWoexists in significant nundss, and have generally held
that what constitutes a “significant” numhmrjobs is “a relatively low threshold
number.” Barbato v. AstrueNo. 09-CV-6530T, 2010 WL7210521, at *7 (W.D.N.Y.
July 7, 2010) (150,000 national jobs a significant numise®;Green v. Apfel68 F.3d
499, 1999 WL 97358, at *3 (9@@ir. 1999) (350400 jobs in immediate area a significant
number);Johnson v. Chated08 F.3d 178, 180 (8th Cir. 199200 jobs in State of lowa
and 10,000 nationally significant numbeidgll v. Bowen 837 F.2d 272, 275 (6th Cir.
1988) (1,350 local posins a significant numberillen v. Bowen816 F.2d 600, 602
(11th Cir. 1987) (174 positions withthe local economy and 80,000 nationwide
significant numbers)Craigie v. Bowen835 F.2d 56, 58 (3d €i1987) (200 regional
jobs a significant numberQumas v. Schweiker12 F.2d 1545, 1549, 1553-54 (2d. Cir.
1983) (allowing to stand ALJ’s conclusidmased on VE testiomy, that 150 jobs
regionally and 112,00@bs nationally wersignificant numbersBull v. Comm’r of Soc.
Sec, No. 1:05-CV-1232 (LEK/RFY, 2009 WL 799966, at *6 (M.N.Y. Mar. 25, 2009)
(100,000 national jobs and 1Rfeal jobs significant numberdyox v. Comm’r of Soc.
Sec, No. 6:02-CV-1160 (FIS/RFT2009 WL 367628, at *2(0N.D.N.Y. Feb. 13, 2009)

(citing cases, and holding that 200 regionbkjand 132,980 natiohjabs constituted



significant numbers of jobs, even if dinsheed by a small peeatage in the VE's
estimation)Barney v. AstrueNo. 07-CV-49S, 2008VL 4384456, at *4AW.D.N.Y.
Sept. 22, 2008) (465 regional positiomsld 74,000 national gaions significant
numbers)Dixie v. Comm’r of Soc. Se&:05-CV-345, 2006VL 5811897, at *16-17
(N.D.N.Y. June 30, 2006) (130 regionabs and 84,000 natnal jobs significant
numbers)rejected on other grounds Dixie v. Comm’r of Soc. SedNo. 5:05-CV-345
NAM/GJD, 2008 WL 243305, at *11 (N.D.N.Y. June 12, 2008yt see Robinson v.
Astrue No. 08-CV-4747 (RJD), 2009 WL 472225&,*2 (E.D.N.Y. Dec. 9, 2009)
(“while the Social Security Act does ngpecify any precise foula for determining
whether a particular number of jobs is suidily ‘significant,” a number of courts have
suggested that [200 locallys and 3,000 natiohg@bs] would not qualify as sufficiently
significant”) (citing cases).

Moreover, as stated above, the numbeegfonal jobs is not the defining factor,
as the ALJ may satisfy his burden of denimatsg that work exists in the national
economy if he demonstratdsat significant numbers exisitherin the region where the
claimant lives or in several regions oétbountry. Applied here, the Court need not
determine whether 370 regional jobs is igrfificant number” because the presence of
715,000 national jobs clearly iSee Williams v. Astru&lo. 11-CV-023S, 2012 WL
1113393, at *3 (W.D.N.Y. Mar. 30, 2012) (declining to determine whether 217 local jobs
Is sufficiently “significant” because “the ggence of 58,000 jobs nationally satisfies the
Commissioner’s burden”). In any event, thau@dinds, based on a review of the case

law in this and other cirdts, that both 715,000 nationalgs and 370 regional jobs



constitute “significant” numbers of jobJ herefore, the ALJ' seliance on the VE’s
testimony on this issue ot grounds for remand.

II.  ALJ's Analysis of the 2002 and 2009pinions of Gurule’s Treating Physician
and Treating Chiropractor

Next, Gurule argues that the ALJ erred in failing to eval(ggtéhe 2002 medical
opinions of Gurule’s treating physiciandatreating chiropractor; and (b) the 2009
medical opinion of Gurule’s treating chiropract (Doc. 13 at 16-17, Doc. 21 at6.) The
Commissioner argues that this evidence is iviaaie to the period under review, and thus
the ALJ was not required to coder it. (Doc. 18 at 14-17.)

In a May 17, 2002 “Medical Sourcea®&ment of Ability todo Work-Related
Activities (Physical),” Gurule’s treating primacare physician, Dr. Curchin, opined that
Gurule could only occasionallift less than ten poundsould walk for less than two
hours in an eight-hour workganeeded to periodicallgiternate between sitting and
standing to relieve pain and discomfdrad limited mobility in her upper and lower
extremities, and was limited rer ability to reach in all dections. (AR 1104-06.) The
ALJ did not mention this opinion in higdision. In fact, the ALJ’s only statement
regarding the opinions of any treating physisiaras that “none of [Gurule’s] physicians
offered opinions in support affinding of disabilityduring the relevant period at issue.”
(AR 19.)

Although Dr. Curchin did not refer to anyedical or clinical findings in support
of his May 2002 opinion, and although diie not surmise therein that his assessed

limitations would persist intthe alleged disability periogthich begarapproximately

10



five months after the opinion was prepgrée ALJ should have explained why he
afforded minimal weight to the opinion. @&tsecond Circuit has lorfeeld that ALJs are
required to explain the weight givémthe opinions of treating physiciamsd that
failure to provide “good reasons” for not crexdgisuch opinions is a ground for remand.
See20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(d)(2)We will always give goodeasons in our notice of
determination or decision for the weight gi@e your treating source’s opinion.”);
Schaal v. Apfell34 F.3d 496, 505 (2dir. 1998) (“Commissioner’s failure to provide
‘good reasons’ for apparentl§farding no weight to the opion of plaintiff's treating
physician constituted legal erraathd was grounds for remand). Snell v. Apfel177
F.3d 128, 134 (2d Cir. 1999),dal5econd Circuit applied thigle to treating physician
opinions which were made oulsi the alleged disability pexd, given that those opinions
were more favorable to the claimant than éhadied on in the ALJ’s decision. The court
explained:

In its decision denying benefits, the pgals Council stated correctly that

Dr. Clark had made contradictoryélings in different examinations

conducted on February 16, 1995 andéha9, 1995. The March 9 findings

were more favorable to Snell, buetAppeals Council chose to credit the

February 16 report. By way of gtaining that decision, the Appeals

Council noted that the February 16@exnation was the more detailed of
the two.

The Council made no reference, however, to Clark’s third examination,
which was conducted on Augiu3, 1995. The findings on that date were
even more favorable to 8hthan were the March 9 findings. The Appeals
Council’'s explanation of why it trusteébe February 16 port rather than
that of March 9 was adequate as far as it went, but the Council did not
explain why the findings of Februaty should be preferred to those of
August 3. It may be that there are reasons for discrediting the August
report. But it is equally possible thatetiCouncil’s failure to give weight to
those findings was inadvertent. In awent, on the record before us, it is

11



clear that the Appeals Council has men a reason for discrediting the
most pro-claimant findings of Dr. @ik, who was a treating physician.

On this appeal, the Commissioner argined there was no need to consider

Clark’s findings at all. Clark’s exasrwere conducted more than a year

after Snell's coverage lapsed, and Klaever related her findings back to

the period of coveragelhat might, perhaps, hawbeen an acceptable

reason for a decision by the Commisgr not to give much weight to

Clark’s findings. But the Appeals Coulraid not in fact offer that reason.

And it is more than doubtful that sualrationale could have underlain the

Appeals Council’s choice to ignore the August 3 report, because that

body’s statement about the relativeritseof the February 16 and March 9

examinations-which were likewisenohucted after coverage lapsed-

indicates that Clark’s examinations were not simply dismissed as untimely.

A reviewing court “may not accept appellate counsel’s post hoc

rationalizations for agency action.” Weerefore conclude that Snell is

entitled to an express recognition frone ppeals Council of the existence

of Dr. Clark’s favorable August repoeind, if the Council does not credit

the findings of that report, to @axplanation of why it does not.

Id. (citation omitted) (emphases added).

Similarly, in this case, it may have bestceptable for the ALJ to have given little
weight to Dr. Curchin’s May 2002 opinion oretigrounds that it fell outside the alleged
disability period. But the ALJ did noffer this reason, anid would have been
somewhat inconsistent for the ALJ to hawad so, given that the ALJ gave great weight
to the opinions of state agcy consultants which likewise fell outside the alleged
disability period. $eeAR 19; Doc. 21 at 6.) Also noteworthy, like$mell the May
2002 opinion of Dr. Curchin isignificantly more favorable Gurule’s caim than the
consultant opinions are. Thus, the ALJ wa$gated to explain his rejection of Dr.
Curchin’s opinion, rather than failing to menntiit at all, leaving the Court and Gurule to

wonder if such failure was aalvertent or intended. For these reasons, the Court finds

12



that remand is required so that the ALJymoansider Dr. Curchis May 2002 opinion
and give good reasons foetlveight afforded thereto.

The ALJ also failed to nrgion in his decision th&larch 31, 2002 “Medical
Source Statement” of Gurule’s treating ojpiractor, Dr. James Lynch. Therein, Dr.
Lynch apparently opined that Gurule couldrst and/or walk for at least two hours in an
eight-hour workday, could not sit for prolged periods, needed to alternate between
sitting and standing, and hadiraited ability to use her loweextremities for pushing and
pulling. (AR 74, 291.) The parties discuss thpinion in some deilan their briefs, and
both Gurule’s counsel and the ALJ referredt &t the administrative hearing (AR 33,
48); but it is not a part of the record. @mand, the opinion should be added to the
record and considered by tA&J, in conjunction with tB May 2002 opinion of Dr.
Curchin. Although, like Dr. Curchin’s May P@ opinion, there is no indication that Dr.
Lynch’s March 2002 opinion was prospective to the alleged disability period, which
began approximately seven months after i weepared, the ALJ should have at least
considered it, given its consistency widh. Curchin’s opinion from around the same
period. Dr. Lynch’s status as a chirogmacand not an “acceptable medical source”
means that he could not provide a “medmaihion,” and thus the ALJ was not required
to afford controlling waght to his opinionsDiaz v. Shalala59 F.3d 307, 313-14 (2d
Cir. 1995) (citing 20 C.F.R. 88 404.15138441527(a)(2)). Nonetheless, chiropractors
are considered “other medical sourcesghibse opinions the Commissioner has deemed
“important” and deserving of consideration on issues such as impairment severity and

functional effects, particularly when thaye consistent with ghmedical opinions of

13



treating physicians such as Dr. CurchineheSSR 06-03p, 2006 WL 2329939, at *2-4
(Aug. 9, 2006); 20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(d)(1).

On the other hand, the ALJ was not required to consider Dr. Lynch’s
February 18, 2009 letter opinion which statest Gurule was “not employable at this
time.” (AR 723.) A retrospective opinion jnae used to support the existence of a
disability only when that opion clearly refers to the disgity period and not when the
opinion “simply express[es] an opiniontasthe claimant’s current statusVitale v.
Apfel 49 F. Supp. 2d 137, 24E.D.N.Y. 1999) (citinglones v. Sullivarf49 F.2d 57,
59-60 (2d Cir. 1991)). Dr. Lynch’s Februar§(® opinion not only fés to reference the
relevant period (October 2002 through Septan@0€5), but goes a step further and uses
particular wording (“at this time”) to indicathat it was intended to apply exclusively to
Gurule’s condition around the date of its @egiion, over three years after the relevant
period ended. (AR 723.) Furthermoreg thpinion uses the present tense, except for a
reference to “past problems with alcoholab,” which issue Dr. Lynch stated he was
“not . . . qualified to properly assessfd.j Accordingly, the AJ was not required to
consider Dr. Lynch’s FebruaB009 opinion, and even if iveas, any error would have
been harmless given that the opimwas not favorable to Gurul&ee Zabala v. Astrue
595 F.3d 402, 409 (2d Ciz010) (remand unnecessaryewh medical opinion is not
“significantly more favorable to theaimant than the esdence considered”}lohnson v.
Bowen 817 F.2d 983, 986 (2d Cir. 1987) (applying harmézssr standard in social

security context).
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lll.  ALJ’s Consideration of Gurule’s Aw ard of Disability Benefits Prior and
Subsequent to the Relevant Period

Finally, Gurule argues that the ALJ eriadailing to discuss Gurule’s award of
disability benefits from 198& 2001 and fron2009 until the date of the ALJ’s
December 2010 decision. (Doc. 13 at 17.)sTourt is aware of no law, and Gurule
cites to none, requiring an ALJ to considelamant’s award of disability benefits prior
or subsequent to the period under review pending disability application. Moreover,
Gurule fails to explain how the ALJ’s omiesi prejudiced her claim; she merely states
that the ALJ’s failure to refence the 2009 award of disktly benefits “is significant
because [the ALJ] found that her pain bmeanore manageable after she achieved
sobriety in 2008.” Id.) But the Court is unable to cader the 2009 award, given that it
IS not contained in the record and the bagisie award is unclear from the record. Also
significant, the award was granted over fouasrgeafter Gurule’s insured status expired in
September 2005. Accordingly, the Court finldat the ALJ did not err in failing to
consider Gurule’s award of disability bengffor periods prior ad subsequent to the

period under review.
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Conclusion
For these reasons, the Court GRANG&ule’s motion (Doc. 13), in part;
DENIES the Commissioner’s motion (Doc.)18nd REMANDS for further proceedings
and a new decision in accarte with this ruling.

Dated at Burlington, in the Districf Vermont, this 8th day of May, 2012.

/s/ John M. Conroy
bhn M. Conroy
UnitedStatesMagistrateJudge
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