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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Paige C.’s challenge to the Commissioner of Social

Security’s denial of Child’s Insurance Benefits and Supplemental Security Income. The magistrate

judge concludes that the ALJ failed to build an accurate and logical bridge between the evidence

concerning Plaintiff’s physical impairments and the residual functional capacity assessment. The

recommendation is that the Commissioner’s decision be reversed and the matter remanded for further

proceedings.
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Report and Recommendation on judicial review of the Commissioner's
denial of applications for Disabled Child's Insurance Benefits and

Supplemental Security Income.

The court reviews whether the ALJ applied the correct legal standards

and whether the ALJ's findings are supported by substantial evidence.

The court may not try the case de novo, weigh conflicting evidence, or
decide credibility, but legal error requires reversal even where

substantial evidence may support the factual findings.
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TOPICS
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Social Security disability =~ administrative law  judicial review of agency action  disability benefits

QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the ALJ built an accurate and logical bridge between the medical evidence and the RFC.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective symptoms under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529 and
SSR 16-3p.

3. Whether the ALJ's Step Five finding was supported by substantial evidence, including whether the

vocational expert's testimony responded to a hypothetical that accurately portrayed Plaintiff's limitations.

4. Whether the sedentary jobs identified by the vocational expert were inconsistent with the RFC because

they were semi-skilled rather than unskilled.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's RFC determination was unsupported by substantial evidence because the ALJ did not
adequately explain how the RFC accommodated Plaintiff's severe physical impairments and related

nonexertional limitations.

2. The ALJ reversibly erred in evaluating Plaintiff's symptom severity by relying heavily on normal
imaging, failing to consider significant evidence supporting Plaintiff's complaints, mischaracterizing her
treatment as conservative management, and failing to adequately explain the treatment of complaints

concerning fibromyalgia, POTS, gastroparesis, and endometriosis.

3. The ALJ's Step Five finding was unsupported by substantial evidence because the RFC did not
accurately portray Plaintiff's impairments and limitations, and the vocational expert's testimony based on

that RFC therefore could not support the finding.

4. Plaintiff's challenge to the characterization of the identified sedentary jobs as semi-skilled rather than
unskilled was not well-taken, and in any event was harmless because the vocational expert also
identified three unskilled light jobs consistent with the RFC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, the ALJ did not explain how the RFC accommodates Plaintiff’s physical impairments.” (PagelD
3671-72)

“Because EDS is similar to fibromyalgia, the undersigned concludes that the ALJ impermissibly relied upon a
lack of supporting objective evidence to minimize the severity of the symptoms of EDS.” (PagelD 3684)

“The ALJ’s RFC therefore does not accurately portray Plaintiff’s impairments and limitations.” (PagelD
3700)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning March 28, 2022, based on multiple physical and mental impairments,
including Ehlers-Danlos Syndrome, fibromyalgia, POTS, endometriosis, gastroparesis, PTSD, bipolar
depression, and generalized anxiety disorder. The ALJ found that Plaintiff had severe impairments but retained
the residual functional capacity for a reduced range of light work with physical and mental restrictions. The
magistrate judge concluded that the ALJ inadequately explained how the RFC accounted for Plaintiff's chronic
pain, fatigue, joint subluxations, nausea and vomiting, and other nonexertional limitations, and improperly

evaluated her symptom complaints.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Child's Insurance Benefits and SSI in April 2022. The claims were denied initially and on
reconsideration; following a hearing, the ALJ found that Plaintiff was not disabled, and the Appeals Council
denied review. Plaintiff filed this action seeking reversal and an award of benefits or, alternatively, further
proceedings. The magistrate judge recommended reversal and remand under Sentence Four of 42 U.S.C. §

405(g), subject to objections and review by the district judge.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand under Sentence Four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for further proceedings. The ALJ should further develop the
record as necessary, particularly concerning Plaintiff's subjective complaints and physical limitations, evaluate
the evidence under the applicable regulations, rulings, and case law, and conduct the required five-step

sequential analysis anew. No finding should be made that Plaintiff is disabled, and the case should be terminated
on the district court docket after remand.
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