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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Marnie W.’s challenge to the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of disability insurance benefits. The magistrate judge concludes that substantial
evidence does not support the administrative law judge’s residual functional capacity assessment,
particularly regarding the evaluation of medical opinions and the claimant’s statements about her
symptoms and daily activities. The recommendation is to reverse the Commissioner’s decision and
remand the case under the fourth sentence of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on judicial review of the Commissioner
of Social Security's final decision denying disability insurance
benefits. The magistrate judge recommended reversal and remand
under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the ALJ applied the correct legal standards
and whether substantial evidence supports the ALJ's factual findings.
The court may not reweigh conflicting evidence, make credibility
determinations, or substitute its judgment for that of the agency.
Substantial evidence is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind
might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; report and recommendation with no reporter citation or
published designation in the source
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the supportability and consistency of the medical opinions under 20
C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

2. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual-functional-capacity assessment.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated Marnie's subjective symptoms and functional limitations,
including her daily activities, under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529.

4. Whether the Commissioner's denial of disability insurance benefits should be reversed and remanded
under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

HOLDINGS

1. An ALJ must consider the regulatory factors for medical opinions and must explain how the ALJ
considered supportability and consistency, including the medical source's supporting explanations. The
ALJ failed to satisfy those requirements when evaluating the opinions of Dr. Scott and Dr. Lanford.

2. An ALJ must consider all relevant evidence bearing on the claimant's symptoms, including daily
activities, and must provide legally adequate reasons supported by substantial evidence for discounting
the claimant's statements. The ALJ failed to do so here.

3. The ALJ's residual-functional-capacity determination was not supported by substantial evidence because
the decision did not provide an accurate and logical bridge between the evidence and the conclusions
concerning medical opinions and symptoms.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence means “such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to
support a conclusion.”” (R. 24)

“The ALJ’s actual RFC finding, 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(e), must “include those [functional] limitations that the
ALJ considers credibly established” by relevant evidence in the record.” (R. 25)

“An ALJ may not substitute [her] own lay opinion for a medical expert’s when evaluating the significance of
clinical findings.” (R. 26)

“Viewing the cited exam findings “in a vacuum does not evince a logical bridge between the evidence and the
ALJ’s conclusion that Dr. [Lanford’s] opinion was inconsistent.”” (R. 26)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marnie W. alleged disability from cervical and lumbar degenerative disc disease, spinal stenosis, radiculopathy,
and chronic neck and back pain. Imaging showed degenerative changes and significant stenosis, while
examinations often showed normal gait, strength, sensation, reflexes, and coordination. Treating and examining
physicians offered more restrictive functional assessments than the state-agency physicians, including limitations
on sitting, standing, walking, lifting, and the need for frequent position changes. The ALJ found Marnie capable
of limited light work, but the magistrate judge concluded that the ALJ failed adequately to explain the treatment
of the medical opinions and Marnie's reports of severely limited daily activities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Marnie W. applied for disability insurance benefits alleging disability beginning March 18, 2022, based
primarily on cervical and lumbar degenerative disc disease with stenosis, radiculopathy, and chronic pain. An
administrative law judge denied benefits on March 6, 2024, finding that she could perform limited light work
and could return to past relevant work or perform other work. The claimant sought review in the district court,
and the matter was referred to Magistrate Judge Joel C. Hoppe for a report and recommendation. The magistrate
judge concluded that the ALJ inadequately evaluated medical-opinion supportability and consistency and failed
adequately to consider the claimant's daily activities and symptoms, recommending reversal and sentence-four
remand.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The recommendation directed the presiding District Judge to reverse the Commissioner's final decision and
remand the matter under the fourth sentence of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for proper evaluation of the medical opinions,
the claimant's symptoms and daily activities, and the residual-functional-capacity determination. The
recommendation also advised the ALJ not to infer substantial long-term relief from isolated or fleeting reports of
improvement.
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