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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

ELIZABETH A. GLORE,
NO: 1:15CV-302~RMP

Plaintiff,
V. ORDERGRANTING PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY
CAROLYN W. COLVIN, Acting JUDGMENTAND REMANDING

Commissiomer of the Social Security FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS
Administration,

Defendant

Doc. 17

BEFORE THE COURTarePlaintiff Elizabeth A. Glors Motion for
Summary JudgmenECF No. 12, and Defendant Carolyn W. Colvin’s Motion for
Summary JudgmenECF No. 14. The Court has reviewed the motgmRIaintiff's
reply memorandum (ECHNo. 16),theadministrative recordand is fully informed.

BACKGROUND

Elizabeth A. Glordiled an application for Disability Insurance Benefits
(DIB) on December 30, 2011, alleging disability beginning August 30, ZE0FF.
No.9-2 at 20, Tr19. Ms. Glore’s application was denied initially aadainon

reconsideration. ECF N&+4 at 2, Tr.101; ECF No.94 at 6, Tr.105.Ms. Glore
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requested a hearing, which was held via-lngeo before Admistrative Law
Judge (“ALJ") Kimberly Boyce on July 15, 201BCF No0.9-2 at 20, Tr19.

Ms. Glorewas present and represenbgdcounseLinda Worthingtonld. The ALJ
heard testimony from vocational expert (“VE”) Trevor DunddnAt the hearing,
Ms. Glore amended the alleged onset date of disability to April 10, 2912.

The ALJ found thaMs. Glorehad not engaged in substantialrdal
activity, as defined in 20 C.F.R.&)4.1572(a), from the alleged onset date of Api
10, 2012 through her date last insured of December 31, ZDCE No0.9-2 at 22,

Tr. 21. Further, the ALJ found thads. Glore had the following severe
impairments as defined by 20 C.F.RA&.1520c): left ear hearing impairment,
depression, and anxiety.

However, the ALJ found th&ds. Glore did not have an impairment or
combination of impairments that met or medically equaled the severity of one G
the listed impairments in 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 (20 C.F.R
88404.1520(d), 404.1525, and 404.1526). ECF®Np .at 23, Tr22. The ALJ
further found thaMs. Glore had the residual functional capagifgFC”)

to perform a full range of work at all exertional levels but with the

following nonexertional limitations: the claimant can perform work in

which the noise level is no more than moderate. Considering the effects
of medication and balance concenf® claimant can perform work that

Is not at unprotected heights and in which hazards are not present.

Further, assume that, in order to meet ordinary and reasonable employer

expectationgegarding attendance and production, the claimant can

understand, remember and carry out unskilled, routine and repetitive
work, and can cope with occasional work setting change and occasional

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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Interaction with supervisors. The claimant can work in proximity to

coworkers, but not in a team or cooperative effort. The claimant can

perform work that does not require interaction with the general public
as an essential element of the job, but occasional incidental contact with
the general public is not precluded

ECF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24.

The VE testified thas. Glore was able to perform her past relevant work
as a copy machine operatalCF No0.9-2 at 28, Tr27. GivenMs. Glore’s age,
education, work experience, and residual functional capacity, tHartter
testified that there were a number of jobs available in the national economy for
individual sharing her characteristiESCF No0.9-2 at 29, Tr28. The ALJ then
found that “the claimanwas capable of making a successful adjustment to other
work that existean significant numbers in the national economg."The ALJ
concluded thaMs. Glorewas not under a disability as defined by the Social
Security Act.ld. Ms. Glorés application was denied on July,Z013.ECF No.9-
2atl7, Trl6.

Ms. Glore filed a request for review by the Appeals Council, which was
denied on December 21, 20ECF No0.9-2 at 2, Tr.1. Ms. Glore then filed a
complaint in the District Court for the Eastern District of WashingtoRebruary
19, 2015, ECHNo. 3, andthe Commissionesinswered the complaint on June 15,
2015. ECHNo. 8. This matter is therefore properly before the Court pursuant to

U.S.C. 8405(g) Ms. Glorefiled a motion for summary judgment on July, 2015.

ECF Na 12 The Commissioner filed a cross motion for summary judgament

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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September 8, 2015. ECF NBt. Ms. Glorefiled a reply memorandum on
September 22015. ECHNo. 16.
STATEMENT OF FACTS

The facts of this case are set forth in the administrative hdsamggcripts
and record, ECNo. 9. Ms. Glore was 53ears old when she applied 0B, and
55years oldvhen the hearing was helfeeECF No0.9-2 at 20, Tr19. Ms. Glore
has a high school educatideCF No0.9-2 at 28, Tr27, and has held a variety of
jobs.SeeECF No.9-6at 11, Tr.186.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Congress has providedlimited scope ojudicial review of a
Commissioner’sinal decision42 U.S.C. $405(g).A reviewingcourt must uphold
the Commissioner’s decisiodetermined byn ALJ, when the dgsion is
supported by substantial evideras® not based on legal err&ee Jones v.
Heckler, 760 F.2d 993, 995 (9th Cir9&5) Substantial evidence is more than a
mere santilla, but less than a preponderan8erenson v. Weinbergeés14 F.2d
1112, 1119 n.10 (9th Cir. 197%ubstantial evidence “means suelevant
evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclus
Richardson v. Peralegl02 U.S. 389, 401 (197lipfernalcitation omitted).

The reviewing court should uphdlguch inferences and conclusions as the
[Commissioner] may reasonably draw from the evidéndark v. Celebrezze

348 F.2d 289, 293 (9th Cir. 1968)n review, the court considers the record as a

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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whole, not just the evidenseipporting th&€ommissionées decision Weetman v.
Sullivan 877 F.2d20, 22 (9th Cir. 1989kee alsdsreen v. Heckler803 F.2d 528,
530 (9th Cir. 1986) (“This court must consider the record as &ywveighing
both the evidence that supports and detracts from the [Commissioner’s]
conclusion.”). “[T]he key question is not whether there is substantial evidence t
could support a finding of disability, but whether there is substantial evidence t(
support the Commissioner’s actual finding that claimant is not disabledierson
v. Chater 112 F.3d 1064, 1067 (9th Cir. 1997).

It is the role of the trierfdact, not the reviewingourt, to resolve conflicts
in evidenceRichardson402 U.S. at 400f evidence supports more than one
rational interpretation, theeviewingcourt may not substitute its judgment for that
of the Commissioneilackett v. Apfell80 F.3d 1094, 1098 (9th Cir. 199%hus,
if there is substantial evidence to support the aditmative findings, or if there is
conflicting evidence that will support a finding of either disability or nondisability
the finding of the Commissioner is conclusi$prague v. Bower812 F.2d 1226,
1229-30 (9th Cir. 1987).

SEQUENTIAL PROCESS

Under theSocial Security Act (the “Act’)

an individual shall be considered to be disabledf he is unable to

engage in any substantigdinful activity by reason of any medically

determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to

result in death or which has lasted or can be expected to last for a
continuous period of not less than 12 months.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AND REMANDING FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 5
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42 U.S.C. 81382c(a)(3)(A)The Act also provides thatcaimantshall be
determined to & under a disability only if hempairments are of such severity that
claimantis not only unable to do hereviows work but cannot, considering
claimants age, education, and work experience, engage in any other substanti
gainful work which exists in the national econog.U.S.C. 8§1382c(a)(3)(B).
“Thus, the definition of disabilitgonsists oboth medical and vocational
component$ Edlund v. Massanar253 F.3d 1152, 115Bth Cir. 20Q).

The Commissioner has established a-ftep sequential evaluation process
for determining whether a claimant is disabled. 20 C.FAR41520(a)(4)Step
one determines if the claimaistengaged in substantial gainful activitigshe
claimant is engaged in substantial gainful activities, benefits are d20i€idF.R.

§ 404.1520a)(4)().

If the claimant is not engaged in substantial gainful activities, the ALJ, under

step two, determines whether the claimant has a medically severe impairment
combination of impairmentsf the claimant does not have a severe impairment g
combination of impairments, the disability claim is den@iC.F.R.
8 404.1520a)(4)(ii).

If the impairment is severe, theauation proceeds &tepthree which
comparsthe claimant’'s impairment t@ number of listed impairments

acknowledged by the Commissioner to be so severe as to preclude substantia

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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gainful activity.20 C.F.R. 8404.152@a)(4)(iii); see als®0 C.F.R. 804, Subpt.
P, App 1. If the impairment meetsr equals one of the listed impairments, the
claimant is conclusively presumed to be disaki®®dC.F.R. 8404.1520a)(4)(iii).

Before proceeding to step four, the claimant’s residual functional capacit
assesse®0 C.F.R. 8104.1520(e)An individual's residual functional capacity is
the ability to do physical and mental work activities on a sustained basis despit
limitations from any impairment20 C.F.R. §04.1545(a)(1).

If the impairment is not one conclusively presumed to be disabling, the
evalwation proceeds to step fquwhere the ALdetermines whether the
Impairment prevents the ctaant from performing work she has performed in the
past.If the claimant is able to perforimer previous work, the claimant is not
disabled20 C.FR. §404.1520a)(4)(iv).

If the claimant cannot perforimer previousvork, the final stegonsiders
whetherthe claimant is able to perform other work in the national economy in
view of herresidual functional capacitgge, educatigrand past work experience.
20 C.FR. §404.1520a)(4)(v).

At step five, the initial burden of proof rests upon the claimant to establis}
prima facie case of entitlement to disability beneRisinehart v. Finch438 F.2d
920, 921 (9th Cir. 1971)Yhe claimansatisfies this burden bys&blishingthat a
physical or mentahnpairment prevents her from engagindner previous

occupationThe buden then shiftso the Commissioner to show that (1) the

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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claimant can perform other substantial gainful activity, and (2) a “significant
number of jobs exist in the national economy” which the claimant can perform.
Kail v. Heckler 722 F.2d 1496, 1498 (9th Cir. 1984).
ISSUES
Ms. Glore alleges that the ALJ committed reversible error by (1) impropef
rejecting themedical opinion testimony d@rs. Thomas Genthe, Thomas Clifford,
and Michael Brown; (2) improperly determining tihés. Glorewas not cedible,
and (3)improperlyassessindyls. Glore’sallegedmemory impairmentSee
generallyECF No.12
DISCUSSION
I. Rejection of Medical Opinion Evidence
Ms. Glore argues that the Albbthimproperly rgected medical opinion
evidenceand failed to fully account fasther acceptethedical opinions when
formulating the RFCld. at 3-16. As toDr. GentheMs. Glorealleges that the ALJ
(1) failed to fully account for the limitations opined By. Genthe concerning
contact with supervisors and coworkers andd2¢d to providespecific and
legitimate reasons for rejectimyy. Genthe’s assessment tihég. Glore “is
unlikely to function adequately in a work setting until her psychological symptol

have been managed more effectivelg.”at 3-7 (quotingECF No0.9-7 at 19,

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AND REMANDING FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 8
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Tr. 256). As toDrs. Brownand Clifford! Ms. Glore alleges that the ALJ failed to
fully account for the limitations opined by the doctors concerning attendance at
work, occasional lapses in performing tasks, and contact with cowolidkeais 8-
9.
A. Legal Standard for Rejecting Medical Opinion
“[T]he Commissioner must provide ‘clear and convincing’ reasons for
rejecting the uncontradicted opinion of an examining physiclagster v. Chater
81 F.3d 821, 830 (9th Cir. 1995). If controverted, “the opinion of an examining
doctor. . .can only beejected for specific and legitimate reasons that are
supported by substantial evidence in the recddd at 8306-31. “[I]t is incumbent
on the ALJ to provide detailed, reasoned, and legitimate rationales for disregar
the physicians’ findings.Embreyv. Bowen849 F.2d 418, 422 (9th Cir. 1988).
Concerning medical opinion evidence, “[tjhe ALJ is responsible for
resolving conflicts in medical testimony, and resolving ambiguity. Determining
whether inconsistencies are material (or are in fact inconsistencies at all) and

whether certain factors are relevant to discount the opinioralls within this

1 The ALJ only discussedr. Brown’s opinion in his fadings of factSeeECF
No. 9-2 at 27, Tr26. However, as both parties agree thed. Brown and Clifford
gavesubstantivelydentical opinionsseeECF No.12 at 7; ECANo. 14 at 11 n.3,
the ALJ'somissionof Dr. Clifford’s opinion was harmlesstror.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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responsibility.”"Morganv. Comm’rof Social Sec. Adminl69 F.3db95,603(9th
Cir. 1999)

B. Dr. ThomasGenthe

1. Failingto Fully Account for Social Limitationsin the RFC

Ms. Glore alleges that, while the ALJ purported to give significant weight fo
Dr. Genthe’s opinion as to social limitations, the ALJ failed to fully account for
those limitations when formuiag Ms. Glore’s RFC. ECHNo.12 at 3. The
Commissioner argues that the ALJ adequately incorpobate@denthe’s opinions
ECF No.14 at 5.

Dr. Genthe found tha¥ls. Glore’s ability to get aing with coworkers and/or
peersand ability to respond appropriately to criticism from supervisors were
“poor.” ECF N0.9-7 at 19, Tr256. The ALJ recounted this finding and stated that
“[s]ignificant weight is given to this portion @r. Genthe’s opinion as it is based
on a thorough evaluation of the claimant and is consistent with his
contemporaneus mental status exanE'CF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. In the ALJ’s
assessment dfls. Glore’'s RFC, the ALJ included the limitation that the individual
“can cope with . .occasional interaction with supervisorECF N0.9-2 at 25,
Tr. 24. TheALJ also includedhe limitationthat “[tlhe claimant can work in
proximity to coworkers, but not in a team or cooperative efftdt.Ms. Glore
argues thathese limitationdail to fully account forDr. Genthés opinion and

findings ECFNo. 12 at 3.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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An “RFC that fails to take into account a claimant’s limitations is defective.

Valentine vComm’rSocial Sec. Admin574 F.3d 685, 690 (9th Cir. 2009). The
ALJ’s findings, and subsequently assessed RFC, do not need to be identical tg
relevant assessed limitatiorfairner v.Comm’rof Social Se¢613 F.3d 1217,

1223 (9th Cir. 2010)-or the RFC to be sufficiently inclusive, the ALJ need only
incorporatdimitations consistent with relevant and accepted medical opildon.
In Turner, for examplethe limitations the ALJncorporated into the RF®ere,
although not verbatinfentirely consistent” with acceptededica opinion.|d.

The ALJ’s assessment of MSlore’ssocial limitations are sufficiently
consistent wittDr. Genthe’s medical opiniolr. Genthe opined thafls. Glore’s
ability to respond appropriately to criticism from supervisors was “p&atF
No.9-7 at 19, Tr256 The ALJ incorporated thigpinioninto Ms. Glore’s RFC
throughthe limtation that the individual have only “occasional contact with
supervisors.’ECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. Dr. Genthe opined thé&dis. Glore’sability
to get along with coworkers was “pooECF No0.9-7 at 19, Tr256. The ALJ
incorporated thispinioninto Ms. Glore’s RFCthroughthe limitation that the
individual “can work in proximity to coworkers, but not in a team or cooperative
effort.” ECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. The Court finds that these limitations were a
rational interpretation ohe medical evidence and sufficientlgnsistent with

Dr. Genthe’s opinioa See Batson Yomm'rof Social Sec. Admin359 F.3d

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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1190, 1198 (9tiCir. 2004) (“When the evidence before the ALJ is subject to mol
than one rational interpretation, we must defer to the ALJ’s conclusion.”).

Ms. Glore argues thddr. Genthe’s finding of “poor” is the equivalent of a
disability finding itself.SeeECFNo. 12 at 4. As supporls. Glore citesSocial
SecurityRuling &-15. 1985 WL 56857Jan. 1, 1985)SSR 8515 notes that a
substantial loss of ability to respond appropriately to supervisaearkers
would justify a finding of disabilityld. at *4. The Social Security Administratign
however, @ not hold thata finding of “poor"was the substantive equivalentaof
“substantial los®f ability.” Dr. Genthe did not opine that Ms. Glore had no ability
to interact with othersSeeECF No0.9-7 at 19,Tr. 256. He instead merely rated her
ability to interact with supervisors and coworkers as “pddt.As Dr. Genthe did
not define the limitations and scope of “poor,” the ALJ’s rational interpretation g
Dr. Genthe’s findhgs isentitled to deference.RE Court finds that the ALJ did not
commit reversible error when incorporating Genthe’s findings as to
Ms. Glore’s social limitations into the RFC.

2. Failureto Provide Specific and Legitimate Reasons for Rejecting Opinion

Dr. Genthe opined thails. Glore was “unlikely to function adequately in a
work setting until her psychological symptoms have been managed more
effectively.” ECF No0.9-7 at 19, Tr256. The ALJ gave little weight to this portion
of Dr. Genthe’sopinion as “it is not consistent with evidence, and the claimant’s

ability to function in a work environment is an opinion reserved for the

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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Commissioner.’ECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. Ms. Glore alleges that the ALJ
improperly rejectedr. Genthe’s assssment by not providing the required
“specificand legitimateé reasons. ECNo. 12 at 5.

As to the ALJ’s conclusion th&@ir. Genthe’s opinion was “not consistent
with evidence,’seeECF N0.9-2 at 27, Tr26, the Commissioner argues that the
Courtshould infer that the ALJ was referring to her earlier discussion of
Dr. Brown’s opinion. ECANo. 14 at 8. The ALJ gave “great weight” to
Dr. Brown’s opinion as “it is consistent with the findingstaf Genthe, discussed
below, which showed that whiledlclaimant experiences some psychiatric
symptoms, she is still able to complete her activities of daily living independent
care for her grandson, and cooperate with medical provide@$="No.9-2 at 27,
Tr. 26. The core oDr. Brown’s opinion was that, whil®ls. Glore could suffer
“occasional lapses from her psychiatric condition,” these would.“ngireclude
productive activity in a competitive employment situatiddCF N0.9-3 at 23,

Tr. 96.

The Court is “constrained to review the reasons the ALJ assedstiett v.
Barnhart 340 F.3d 871, 874 (9th Cir. 2003)s Dr. Genthe’s opinion concerning
Ms. Glore’s ability to work was contradicted By. Brown, the ALJ need only
provide “specific and legitimate” reasons fefecting Dr.Genthe’s opinionSee
Widmark v. Barnhart454 F.3d 1063, 106®th Cir. 2006). To provide a sufficient

basis to reject testimony, the ALJ must identify “what evidence undermines” thg

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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opinion.Lester 91 F.3d at 834. A reviewing court canfimdmb the administrative
record to find specific conflictsBurrell v. Colvin 775 F.3d 1133, 1138 (9th Cir.
2014).

The ALJs general finding thaDr. Genthe’s assessment was onsistent
with evidencé did not provide the required “specific and legitimate” reason to
rejectDr. Genthes opinion. Although the Commissioner pointfio Brown'’s
opinion, the ALJ merely notes that she gives “[g]reat weighDrtdBrown's
opinionas “it is consistent with #hfindings ofDr. Genthe."ECF No0.9-2 at 27,
Tr. 26. Dr. Genthe opined thafls. Glore was “unlikely to function adequately in a
work setting” whileDr. Brown found that, despite her limitatioMs. Glore could
“persist.” CompareECF No0.9-7 at 19, Tr.256with ECF N0.9-3 at 23, Tr96. The
ALJ endorsedr. Brown’s opinion due to its consistency wiih. Genthe’s
opinion. The Court will not, as requested by the Commissiawmyersely infer
that the ALJ rejectedr. Genthe’sopinion due to any inconsistency with
Dr. Brown. While that may have been the ALJ’s intention, the Court can neithel
“comb” the record nor concoct its owppsthocrationalizationgo support the
ALJ’s determination. Asuch,the ALJ’s statement th&lr. Genthe’s opinion was
not “consistent with evidence” did not provide the requfigekcific and
legitimat€ reasonandthe Court finds that the ALJ erred in this regard.

The ALJ also rejecteDr. Genthe’sopinion because the “claimant’s ability

to function in a work environment is an opinion reserved for the Commissioner

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AND REMANDING FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS +4
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ECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. A physician “may render opinion on the ultimate issue

of disability—the claimant’s ability to perforwork.” Reddick v. Chaterl57 F.3d

715, 726 (9th Cir. 1998). While “[tlhe administrative law judge is not bound by the

uncontroverted opinions of the claimant’s physicians on the ultimate issue of
disability . . .he cannot reject them without presenting clear and convincing
reasons for doing soMatthews v. Shalalal0 F.3d 678, 680 (9th Cir. 1993). A
physician’s “opinion on disability, even if controverted, can be rejected only wit
specific and legitimate reasons supported by substantial evidenceecding.”
Reddick 157 F.3d at 726.

Under 20 C.F.R. 804.1527(d)(1)a conclusory statemetiby a medial
source that [a claimant] is ‘disabled’ amable b work’ does not mean thfthe
Social Security Administrationjill determine thafa claimant §] disabled.” 20
C.F.R. 8404.1527(d)(1)However, an assessment of a claimant’s likelihood of
being able to sustain employment is not a conclusory statement as envisioned
§404.1527(d)(1)See Hill v. Astrug698 F.3d 1153, 11580 (9th Cir. 2012)
(finding that the ALJ should have considered physician’s opiniorthiat
claimant’s “combination of mental and medical problems makes the likelihood ¢
sustaining full time competitive employment unlikely”).

Here,Dr. Genthe opined that, due to her sbbritations, Ms. Glore was
“unlikely to function adequately in a work setting until her psychological

symptoms have been managed more effectivBIF No.9-7 at 19, Tr256. This

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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opinion, similar to thaat issuan Hill, is an assessmentMf. Glore’s likelihood

of being able to sustain employment, not a conclusory statement as to disabilit]
The Commissionensists thatill is distinguishabl@asDr. Genthe’s opinion is
based on subjective complaints, as opposed to “objective medical evideGée
No. 14 at 10(citing Hill, 698 F.3d at 1160However Hill did not indicatehat the
holdingwas limited toonly medical impairmentthat @nbe objectively identified.
See Hil| 698 F.3d at 1160. Ake ALJ found that other portisrof Dr. Genthe’s
opinion were based on a “thorougtaluation of the claimant and consistent with
[Dr. Genthe’s] contemporaneous mental status exB@F No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26,

Dr. Genthe was making an “assessmentVst Glore’s ability to sustain
employmen The Court finds thahe ALJcould not disregar®r. Genthe’s
assessment on the basis that he was rendering an opinion on an issue “reserv
the Commissioner.5eeECF N0.9-2 at 27, Tr26.

To conclude, the Court finds that the ALJ erred when rejeCim@enthe’s
opinion thatMs. Glore was “unlikely to function adequately in a work setting unti
her psychological symptoms were managed more effective{F No.9-2 at 27,

Tr. 26, 256.“A decision of the ALJ will not be reversed for errors that are

harmless.’Burch v. Barnhart400 F.3d 676, 679 (9th Cir. 2003 error is

harmless when it is “inconsequential to the ultimate nondisability determination,.

Stout vComm’r, Social Sec. Adin, 454 F.3d 1050, 1055 (9th Cir. 2006).

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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The Court cannot say that the ALJ’s error in rejecbngGenthe’s
assessment was nonprejudiciaMs. Glore. Dr.Gentle opinedhatMs. Glore’s
social limitations would prevent her from functioning adequategn
employment setting=CF No0.9-7 at 19, Tr256. If this opinion had been credited
and considerelly the ALJ, the ALJ’s determination ashts. Glore’s RFC would
have included more restrictive limitations to accountCiarGenthe’sassessment.

Although the Court did not find reversible error in the ALJ’s formulation 0f
Ms. Glore’s social limitations in the RFC, the incorporated severity of®fisre’s
social limitations may change after [¥enthe’s opinion is reconsiderest.the
very least, the ALJ would have given legitimate and detailed reasons why she
rejecting Dr. Genthe’s assessment while endorsing Dr. Genthe’s other opinions
observations that formed the basis of the rejected asses&smantch, the Court
finds thatthe ALJ’s error in rejectin@r. Genthe’s assessment was not harmless
Ms. Glore.See Hil| 698 F.3d at 1160 (finding that the ALJ’s improper disregard
medical opinion was not harmless error).

C. Drs. Michael Brown and Thomas Clifford

Ms. Glorealleges that, while the ALJ purported to endorsentbdical
opinions expressed yrs. Brown and Clifford, the ALJ did not fullyncorporate
the limitationsthey identified when formulatiniyls. Glore’s RFC. ECHNo. 12 at
8. The Commissioner argues thbetALJ adequately accounted fors. Brown

and Clifford’s opinions in the RFECF No. 14 at 11.
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Dr. Brown found thaMs. Glore’s psychiatric limitations limit her ability to
work in close proximity to the general public andworkers.ECF No0.9-3 at 23,

Tr. 96. Dr. Brown noted, however, that “if contact was kept brief and superficial,
[claimant] can persistIid. The ALJ redied this finding and gave it “[g]reat
weight.” ECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. In the ALJs assessment dfls. Glore’'sRFC,

the ALJ included the limitation that “[tjhe claimant can work in proximity to
coworkers, but not in a team or cooperative effdCF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24.

Ms. Glore argues that this limitation fails tully account for the opinionsf
Drs.Brown and Clifford. ECHANo. 12 at 8.

Dr. Brown also found thatls. Glore’s psychiatric limitations would “reduce
attendance” and cause “occasional lapses” in performing t88ksNo0.9-3 at 23,
Tr. 96. The ALJ recounted these findings and gave ttjgireat weight.”ECF
No.9-2 at 27, Tr26. In the ALJ’s assessment . Glore’s RFC, the ALJ
instructed the VE to “assume that, in order to meet ordinary and reasonable
employerexpectations regarding attendamacel production, the claimant can
understand, remember and carry out unskilled, routine and repetitive WQk.”
No. 9-2 at 25, Tr24. Ms. Glore argues that this limitation fails to fully account for

the opinions oDrs. Brown and Clifford. ECRNo. 12 at 89.

An “RFC that fails to take into account a claimant’s limitations is defective.

Valentine 574 F.3d at 690. The ALJ’s findings, and subsequently assessed RF

do not need to be identical to the relevant assessed limitaflwmer, 613 F.3d at

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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1223. Forhe RFC to be sufficiently inclusive, the ALJ need only use limitations
consistent with relevant and accepted medical opitibs the court noted in
Turner, the limitations observed by the ALJ were, although not verbatim, “entirg
consistent” with thenedical opinionld.

The ALJ’s assessment of Ms. Glorstscial limitations are sufficiently
consistent wittDrs. Brown and Clifford’s medical opinianDrs. Brown and
Clifford opined thatVis. Glore’s ability to work in close proximity to eworkers
was Imited. ECF No0.9-3 at 23, Tr96. Drs. Brown and Clifford however stated
that, “if contact was kept brief and superficidV)s. Glore could*persist. Id. ECF
No.9-7 at 19, Tr256 The ALJ incorporated #seopinionsinto Ms. Glore’s RFC
with the limitation that “[tlhe claimant can work in proximity to coworkers, but ng
in a team or cooperative efforECF No0.9-2 at 27, Tr26. The Court finds that
this limitation wasa rational interpretation of the medical evidence anitednt
consistent wittDrs. Brown and Clifford’s opinioathat contact be kept “brief and
superficial” See Batsar359 F.3dat 1198 (“When the evidence before the ALJ is
subject to more than one rational interpretation, we must defer to the ALJ’s
conclusion.”).

The ALJ’s assessment of the attendance and “occasional lapse” issues 3
also sufficiently consistent withrs. Brown and Clifford’s medical opinions.
Dr. Brown limited his opinion concerning attendan@gnoting thatMs. Glore

“has been able to persist the majority of the tinBCF N0.9-3 at 23, Tr96.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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Similarly, Dr. Brown conditioned the “occasional lapse” limitation with “although
not so to preclude productive activity in a competitive employment situatehn.”
The ALJ incorporated these limitatigngith the opined caveatsito the RFC by
finding that “in order to meet ordinary and reasonable employer expectation
regardingattendanceandproduction, the claimant can understand, remember af
carry out . . .work.” ECF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24 (emphasis added). The Courtds
that this limitation was a rational interpretation of the medical evidence and
sufficiently consistent wittDrs. Brown and Clifford’s opinionsSee Batsar359
F.3dat 1198 (“When the evidence before the ALJ is subject to more than one
rational interpetation, we must defer to the ALJ’s conclusion.”).

As such, the Court finds that the ALJ did not commit reversible error whe
considering DrsBrown and Clifford’s opiniosas the findings were adequately
incorporated into the ALJ’'s RFC finding.

[I. Credibility Determination

Ms. Glore alleges that the ALJ found she lacked credyoiithout
providing the requisitéclear and convincingeasons ECF No.12 at 9.
Specifically,Ms. Glore argues thahe ALJimproperly considerethe lack of
objective medical evidencbersymptom’simprovement with treatmerandher
activities of daily life Id. at 9-17.

\\

\\
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A. Standard for Making Credibility Determination

The Commissioner’s credibility determination must be supported by
findings sufficienty specific to permit theeviewingcourt to conclude the ALJ did
not arbitrarily discrediaclaimant's testimonyBunnell v. Sullivan947 F.2d 341,
34546 (9th Cir. 1991)If there is no affirmative evidence that the claimant is
malingering, the ALJ mugirovide “clear and convincing” reasons for rejecting th
claimant's testimony regarding the severity of symstbReddick 157 F.3cat
722

If the ALJ findsthata claimant’s statements are not credishe need not
rejectthe entirety ofa claimant's symptom testimorfee Robbins v. Social Sec.
Admin, 466 F.3d 880, 883 (9th Cir. 2008he ALJ may find the claimant's
statements about pain to be credible to a certain degree, but discount statemel
based on hanterpretation of evidence in the rec@sla wholeSee idIf the
credibility findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record, the

reviewingcourt may not seconrguesgshe ALJ’s determinatiorSeeMorgan, 169

2 The Commissioner argues that the progemdardf review ofan ALJ's
credibility determination is “substantial evidence.” EN®. 14 at 15-16.

However, as the Ninth Circuit is clear that the “clear and convincing reasons”
standard governs, this Courtresjuired to applypinding precedentee Garrison
v. Colvin 759 F.3d 995, 1015 n.18 (9th Cir. 2014)
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F.3dat600.However, an ALJ’s failuréo articulate specifically “cleaand
convincing’reasons for rejecting a claimant’s subjective complaints is reversibl
error.Orn v. Astrue495 F.3d 625, 63®th Cir. 2007).

In addition to ordinary techniques of credibility evaluation, the ALJ may
consider the following factors when weighing the claimant's credibility: the
claimant’s reputation for truthfulnessconsistencies either allegations of
limitations or betweestatements and conduct; daily activifie®rk record; and
testimony from physicians and third parties coneeggithe nature, severity, and
effect of theclaimant'salleged symptams. Light v. Social Sec. AdmjriL19 F.3d
789, 792 (9th Cir. 1997)

B. The Lack of Objective Medical Evidencefor Symptoms

Ms. Glorealleges that the AL“cherrypicked” from among the avaible
medical records to form the opinion that “[o]bjective medical evidence does not
support the degree of limitation the claimant has alleged from her mental healtl
symptoms.” ECHNo. 12 at 9;ECF No0.9-2 at 26, Tr25. Ms. Glorenotes that,
while the ALJ recounted some findings from treatment notes and a mental stat
exam, the ALJ improperly ignored other objective findings which corroborate
Ms. Glore’s reported symptos. ECF No.12 at 11 Ms. Glore cites a series
treatment notes which documented her medical condit®eesidat 10 (lising
treatment notes finding anxiety, depression, agitation, concentration issues,

obsessive behavior, and fatigue).
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The Court finds thatls. Glore misconstrues the ALJ’s conclusion. The AL
did not find that the objective medical evidence did not supgsrGlore’s
alleged limitations. The ALJ merely found that the objective medical evidence ¢
not supporthe degree of limitatioalleged byMs. Glore.SeeECF No0.9-2 at 26,
Tr. 25. The treatment notes cited Ms. Glore includdfindings of depression,
anxiety, and other psychological limitatiolseeECF No.12 at 10. The ALJ found
thatMs. Glorein factsufferedfrom depression and anxiegCF No0.9-2 at 22,
Tr. 21. The ALJonly uilized the treément notes as one factor in tneerall
credibility analysisSee Rollins v. Massana@61 F.3d 853, 857 (9th Cir. 2001)
(“While subjective pain testimony cannot be rejected on the sole ground that it
not fully corroborated by objective medical evidence, the medical evidence is s
a relevant factor in determining the severity of the claimant’s pain and its disab
effects.”).There is no indication that the ALJ “chefpicked” Ms. Glore’smedical
records: the ALJ noted that the evidence did not support the degree of limitatio
not that a limitation did not exisfs the factors noted by the ALJ are supported b
substantial evidence in the record, the Court does not find that theoAirdited
reversibleerror when considering the lack of totakdical corroboration as one
factor in thecredibility analysisSee Morganl169 F.3d at 600.

C. Improvement with Treatment
Ms. Glore contends that the ALJ improperly found that she lacked

credibility due to improvement of her psychological conditions. NOF12 at 12.
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The ALJ considered medical records that shoMedGlore’s depression, mood,
energy, and sleep patterns improved with the use of medicBt#No0.9-2 at
26, Tr.25.

“That a person who suffers from severe panic attacks, anxiety, and
depression makes some improvement does not mean that the person’s impairf
no longer seriously affect her ability to function in a workplaétlohan v.
Massanrj 246 F.3d 1195, 1205 (9th Cir. 2001). “Cycles of improvement and
debilitating symptoms are a common occurrence, and in such circumstances it
error for an ALJ to pick out a few isolated instances of improvement over a per
of months or years and to treat them as a basis for concluding a claimant is ca
of working.” Garrison v. Colvin 759 F.3d 995, 1017 (9th Cir. 201#4nprovement
must “be interpreted with an awareness that improved functioning while being
treated and while limiting environmental stressors does not always mean that g
claimant can function effectively in the workplackl’ In Garrison the ALJ
“improperly singled out a few periods of temporary weding from a sustained
period of impairment and relied on those instances to discredit [the claindnt].”
at 1018.

Ms. Glore argues that it was improper for the ALJ to consider any
improvement of her symptoms considering ekerall historyof herimpairments.
ECF No.12 at 13. Even if the ALJ’s consideration of instances of improvemen

were in error, however, the Court finds that any such error was harmless. “So |
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as there remains ‘substantial evidence supporting the ALJ’s conclusions

D

on. . .credibility’ and the error ‘does not negate the validity of the ALJ’s ultimaty
[credibility] conclusion,’ such is deemed harmless and does not warrant reversal.
Carmickle v. Comm’r, Social Sec. Admii33 F.3d 1155, 1162 (9th Cir. 2008)
(internal citations omitted). “[T]he relevant inquiry .is not whether the ALJ
would have made a different decision absent the errdbut] is whether the
ALJ’s decision remains legally valid, despite such errat.”

TheALJ discussed symptom improvemeast oneof severafactors in her
analysis that demonstratéhatMs. Glore’s statements concerning the intensity and
limiting effects of her physiological limitations were not entirely crediSkEeECF
No. 9-2 at 26, Tr25. As the overall credibility finding remains supporteddiiyer
legitimate“clear and convincingeasons, the Court finds that the ALJ did not
commit reversible error when consideridg. Glore’s improvement of sympias.

D. Activities of Daily Life

Ms. Glore argues that the ALJ improperly considered her activities of daily
life when determining her cdéility. ECF No. 12 at 14. The ALJ found that
activitiessuchas caring for her grandson, shopping, spending time on the
computer, and visiting a friend were inconsistent with the limitations alleged by
Ms. Glore.ECF No0.9-2 at 26, Tr25. Ms. Glore alleges that the ALJ was not

sufficiently specific in linking whiclof heractivities discredited whicbf her
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alleged limitatiors. Ms. Glore alsgorovided alternate explanations for each
finding. ECFNo. 12 at 14-17.

The ALJ’s findings are to be upheld by a reviewiogrt if those findings
are supported by inferences reasonably drawn from the ré&atshn 359 F.3d at
1193.BeforediscussingVs. Glore’s activities of daily life, the ALJ noted
Ms. Glore’s description of her limitations which included not having motivation ¢
energy, not wanting to go outsid@dhavingneitherany friends noany hobbies.
SeeECF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24. The Court makes the reasonable inference that thg
ALJ, when noting that certain activities are “inconsistent with the limitations the
claimant has alleged,” was discussing the testimony offerddisb{loreas to her
limitations SeeECF N0.9-2 at25-26, Tr. 24-25. As such, the Court finds that the
ALJ’s discussion oMs. Glore’s activities of daily life is sufficiehyt specificas to
Ms. Glore’s alleged limitations

AlthoughMs. Glore has proffered alternative reasonable explanations, it i
not ths Court’s role to seconduess the reasonable conclusions reached by the
ALJ. See Rollins261 F.3d at 857 (noting that “the ALJ’s interpretation of [the
claimant’s] testimony may not be the only reasonable one. But it is still a
reasonable interpretati@mnd is supported by substantial evidence; thus, it is not
our role to seconduess it.”). As the Court finds that there is substantial evidenc

supporting the ALJ’s conclusions concernig. Glore’s activities of daily life, it
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Is not within this Court’sliscretion to overturn the ALJ’s finding simply because
otheralternative, reasonable explanationgy exist.
E. Conclusion

As the Court finds the ALJ’s credibility analysis was supported by clear a
corvincing reasons based enbstantial evidenae the record, the Court finds that
the ALJ dd not commit reversible error wheletermining thamMs. Glorewas not
entirely credible as to the extent of her sympggolimiting effects

[ll.  Assessment oMs. Glore’s Memory Impairment

Ms. Glore argues that the ALimproperly assessed her alleged memory
impairment. ECMNo. 12 at 17. The Commissioner agrees that the ALJ erred but
insists that, given the ALJ’s other findings, the error was harmlessNBCH at
22.

The ALJrejectedMs. Glore’s alleged issues with forgetfulness and
confusion as “there is no diagnosis that would support these symptegis.”
No.9-2 at 23, Tr22. The ALJ determined that “[a]s there is no diagnosis of a
condition that could cause these symptoms from an adadepnedical sourcé,

find theclaimant’s alleged memory problems to not be medically determinable.’

Id. The Commissioner concedes that the ALJ erred as the ALJ did not consider

whetherMs. Glore’s depression could reasonably be expected to cause her alle

memory problens. ECFNo. 14 at 22 Accordingly, the Court finds that the ALJ’'s
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finding thatMs. Glore’s alleged memory limitation was not medically
determinable is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

The Commissioner argues thith Drs. Genthe and Brownonsidered
Ms. Glore’s alleged memory limitatiomd. Dr. Genthe found thd¥s. Glore’s
“ability to understand and remember short, simple instructions” and “ability to
understand and remember detailed instructions” Wggyed.” ECF N0.9-7 at 19,
Tr. 256. Dr. Brown answered the question “Does the individual have
understanding and memory limitations?” with “N&CF No0.9-3 at 22, Tr95.
The Commissioner contends that, by discusBirgy Gentheand Brown’s opinion,
the ALJ considered any limitations posed\ty. Glore’s alleged memory
impairment. ECMNo. 14 at 22 See Lewis v. Astrud98 F.3d 909911 (9th Cir.
2007) (failure to list impairment harmless as ALJ “extensively discussed”
impairmentand sufficiently considered any limitations).

The Court agrees with the Commissioner’s interpretaliohewis the ALJ

failed to considethe claimant’s bursitis during step two of the Sequential Proces$

Id. The ALJ, however, “extensively discussed” the claimant’s bursitis during ste

four.ld. The court held that, based on the ALJ’s discussiornylthmatedecision
sufficiently “considered any limitations posed by the bursitis at Stejol 4.”

Here, the ALJ discussdds. Glore’salleged memory limitation duringfep

four. The ALJ recounted that “the claimant was able to recall 3/3 objects after 4

minute delay."ECF N0.9-2 at 26, Tr25.The ALJ also noted®r. Genthe’s
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opinion that “the claimant’s ability to understand, remember, and carry out shor

simple instructions, as well as detailed instructions was g&soF’ No.9-2 at 27,

Tr. 26. The ALJ gave this section 8fr. Genthe’s opiniori[s]ignificant weight.”

Id. The ALJ also considered the lay testimonys. Glore’s daughter, Felicia
Dickerson, who reported thits. Glore was “very forgetful. ECF N0.9-2 at 28,

Tr. 27. The AlLJstated that she specifically “considered these statements and fii
that they support that the claimant has some limitations” but that the statement
“generally reflect the same allegations made by the claimant, which are not ent
credible.”ld. The ALJ included a memng-basedimitation in the RFC, finding

that “the claimant can understand, remember and carry out unskilled, routine g
repetitive work."ECF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24.

The Court finds that the ALJ sufficiently considered Ms. Glore’s alleged
memory limtation when formulating the RFC. The ALJ gave “[s]ignificant
weight” to Dr. Genthe’s opinion thad¥ls. Glore had no noticeable memory
limitation. SeeECF No0.9-2 at 26,Tr. 25, ECF N0.9-7 at 19, Tr256. The ALJ
also sufficiently discussed the credibilityMt. Glore’s statements concerning her
memory limitation.SeeECF No0.9-2 at 26,Tr. 25 (noting thaMs. Glore was able
to recall information after a delayCF N0.9-2 at 28, Tr27 (ALJ considered lay
testimony concerning forgetfulness and found the statements were based on
Ms. Glore’s not entirely credible seteport).The RFC also conformed to

Dr. Genthe’s opinion concerniran allegednemory limitation, as the RFC
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repeated Dr. Genthefgding that “the claimant can understand, remember and
carry out unskilled, routine and repetitive workCF No0.9-2 at 25, Tr24. As in
Lewis the ALJ sufficiently considered any limitation posed\is. Glore’s alleged
memoryproblemswhen formuating the RFC.

Ms. Glore argues that Social Security Rulingrohibited the ALJ from
considering her alleged memory limitation. ER&. 12 at 18 (quoting SSR %,
1996 WL 374184 (July 2, 1996 However, as the ALJ’s decision in fact
consideed Ms. Gloe’s allegedmemory limitations, any error on the part of the
ALJ was harmlessMs. Glore also cite8rownHunter v. Colvin __ F.3d__,

No.13-15213, 2015 WL 6684997 (9th Cir. Aug. 4, 2015), for the proposition thé

the ALJ’s error in failing to considéis. Glore’s memory symptoms “can never be

harmless.” ECMNo. 16 at 10. HoweveBrownHuntermerely noted the rule that
“[a] reviewing court may not make independent findings based on the evidence
before the ALJ to conclude that the ALJ’s error was hasrl&ownHunter,
2015 WL 6684997, ad. The Court is not making an independent fingliagd is
instead merely reviewing the ALJ’s decision and drawing reasonable inference
to the ALJ’s conclusionsSeeBatson 359 F.3d at 1193.

As such, the Court finds that, while the ALJ erred in determining that
Ms. Glore’s alleged memory limitatiowasnot medically determinable, such error
was harmless.

\\
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IV. Remandfor Further Proceedings

Ms. Gloreurges that, should this Court find any reversible error in the ALJ
decision, the Court should remand for the immediate award of benefits. ECF
No.12 at 18. However, as the Court finds that the ciaslitue rule isnot
appropriate, the Countstead renand this case to the Commissiotfier further
proceedings consistent with thisder.

The ordinary remand rule applies to Bb&ecurity asesTreichler v.
Comm’r of Social Sec. Admjri¥.75 F.3d 1090, 1099 (9th Cir. 2014). As the Ninth
Circuit has nied:

[i]f the reviewing court determines ‘that the agency erred in some

respect in reaching a decision to deny benefits,” and the error was not

harmless, sentence four o#85(g) authorizes the court to ‘revers|e]

the decision of the Commissioner of Social Security, with or without

remanding the cause for a rehearing[W]hen the record before the

agency does not support the agency actiorthe agency has not
considered all relevant factors,.ar.the reviewing court simply cannot
evaluate thehallenged agency action on the basis of the record before

it, the proper course, except in rare cases, is to remand to the agency for

additional investigation or explanation.
|d. (internal citations omitted).

Additionally, dstrict courts have statutory authority “to reverse or modify g
administrative decision without remanding the case for further proceedings.”
Harman v. Apfel211 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2000). The exercise of such

authority “was intended to be discretayy.” Id. The Ninth Circuit applies a three

step framework to “deduce whether this is one of the rare circumstances where
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may decide not to remand for further proceedingseichler, 775 F.3d at 1103.
This is referred to as the credistrue rule.Garrison 759 F.3cat 1019.Where a
court has found that a claimant has failed to satisfy one of the factors of the cre

astrue rule, the court does not need to address the remaining facecsler,

775 F.3d at 110nder the first step, the Court must determine whether “the AL

has failed to provide legally sufficient reasons for rejectingclaimant

testimony.”ld. at 1103 (internal citation omitted)he Court concludes, for the

reasons stated above, that the ALJ did not provide legally sufficient reasons for

rejecting Dr.Genthe’s opinion thatls. Glore social limitations would make it
unlikely thatMs. Glore could function adequately in a work setting.

Under the second step, the Court must “turn to the question [of] whether
further administrave proceedings would be usefuld. At this stage, the Court
considers “whether the record as a whole is free from conflicts, ambiguities, or
gaps, whether all factual issues have been resolved, and whether claimant’s
entitlement to benefits is clear under the applicable legal rutksat 110304.
Here,Drs. Genthe and Brown reached different conclusions concerning the
severity of any limitations imposed bs. Glore’spsychological issue€ompare
ECF No0.9-7 at 19, Tr256 (“At this time, she is unlikely to function adequately in
a work setting until her psychological symptoms have been managed more
effectively.”) with ECF No0.9-3 at 23, Tr96 (“[ Claimant’d psychiatric limitations

limit [claimart’s] ability to work in close proximity to the general public and co
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workers. However, if contact was kept brief and superficial, [claimant] can

persist’). Even if fully creditedDr. Genthe’s opinion conflicts with othenedical

evidence relied upon by the ALJ. As such, the Court finds that further proceedi

would be appropriate and useful in resolving this matter, in particular concernin

the severity of Ms. Glore’s social limitations and any resulting effect on Ms.

Glore's REC.
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Accordingly,IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

Plaintiff's motion for summary judgmerfECF No. 12, is GRANTED.
Defendant’s motion for summary judgmeBCF No. 14, isDENIED.

This case IREMANDED for ade novdhearing before the Social Security
Administration.

UPON REMAND, the ALJwill conduct ade novdhearingand issue a new
decision that is consistent with the applicable law set forth in this Orber
ALJ will, if necessary, further develop the record, reassess the claimant’s
residual functional capacity, obtain supplemental evidence from a vocatid

expert, and revaluate the claimant’s credibility
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5. JUDGMENT shall be entered for the Plaintiff.
The District Court Clerks herely directed to enter this Order, enter
judgment accordingly, provide copies to counart] toclose this file

DATED this 10thday ofDecembef015.

s/ Rosanna Malouf Peterson
ROSANNA MALOUF PETERSON
Chief UnitedStates District didge
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