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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Venis J. Mahorne’s
motion for summary judgment in her action seeking review of the Commissioner of Social Security’s
denial of supplemental security income. The court held that the administrative law judge did not
provide reasons supported by substantial evidence for discounting Mahorne’s subjective symptom
testimony, particularly regarding changes in her impairments and treatment and the significance of her
daily activities. The matter was remanded for further administrative proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying her application for
supplemental security income. The court granted plaintiff's motion for
summary judgment, reversed the Commissioner's decision, and
remanded for further administrative proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), the court reviews the Commissioner's
decision to determine whether it is supported by substantial evidence
or based on legal error. The court considers the entire record, reviews
only the reasons provided by the ALJ, may not substitute its judgment
for the Commissioner's, and will not reverse for harmless error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for
discounting plaintiff's subjective symptom testimony.

2. Whether the ALJ's reliance on the asserted lack of change in plaintiff's objective findings and treatment
since a prior decision was supported by substantial evidence.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately explained how plaintiff's limited daily activities conflicted with her alleged
limitations or demonstrated transferable work abilities.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not provide specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for
discounting plaintiff's symptom testimony. The conclusion that plaintiff's objective findings and
treatment had not materially changed since the prior decision was contradicted by the ALJ's finding of
additional severe impairments and by evidence of bilateral knee injections, planned back MRIs and
epidural injections, and conservative treatment that had not produced lasting results.

2. The ALJ's reliance on plaintiff's daily activities was legally insufficient because the ALJ merely listed
limited activities, such as dressing herself and preparing a sandwich several days per week, without
explaining how those activities conflicted with particular testimony or demonstrated an ability to
perform work-related functions.

3. The errors were not harmless because the ALJ provided no valid additional reasons for rejecting
plaintiff's symptom testimony.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Regulations provide that “a physical or mental impairment must be established by objective medical
evidence from an acceptable medical source.”” (Opinion at 11)

“There are two grounds on which an ALJ may use a plaintiff’s daily activities to question a plaintiff’s
credibility as to her subjective symptoms: (1) when daily activities demonstrate the plaintiff has transferable
work skills, and (2) when daily activities contradict the plaintiff’s testimony as to the degree of functional
limitation.” (Opinion at 13)

“For all these reasons, the ALJ did not identify specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by
substantial evidence for discrediting Plaintiff's symptom testimony.” (Opinion at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disabling limitations from right-eye blindness, bilateral knee osteoarthritis, small-fiber
neuropathy, lupus, degenerative disc disease, and obesity. She testified that her symptoms had worsened, that she
used a cane or walker, received approximately 65 or 66 hours per month of in-home services, could stand only
15 to 20 minutes, and spent several hours a day lying down. The ALJ found her capable of light work with



restrictions and discounted her symptom testimony based primarily on medical findings, treatment history, and
daily activities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a Title XVI application for supplemental security income on February 14, 2019. The application
was denied initially and on reconsideration; following a December 9, 2021 hearing, the ALJ issued a January 20,
2022 decision finding plaintiff not disabled. The Appeals Council denied review on January 13, 2023. Plaintiff
then sought review in the district court, which granted summary judgment in her favor and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The matter was remanded to the Commissioner of Social Security for further proceedings consistent with the
order.
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