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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York adopts a magistrate judge's
recommendation in a Social Security disability benefits action. The court grants the plaintiff's motion,
denies the Commissioner's motion, and remands the benefits decision under sentence four of 42
U.S.C. § 405(g) for further administrative proceedings. The court finds errors in the evaluation of the
plaintiff's migraines, daily activities, and medical opinions.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought review under 42 U.S.C. §§ 405(g) and 1383(c)(3) of
the Commissioner's denial of supplemental security income and
disability insurance benefits. The parties filed briefs treated as motions
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(c). The court reviewed the
magistrate judge's report and recommendation for clear error because
neither party filed objections.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the unobjected-to magistrate judge's
recommendations for clear error and reviewed the Commissioner's
disability determination under the substantial-evidence standard. The
court also considered whether the ALJ adequately explained the
reasoning supporting the decision to permit meaningful judicial
review.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's evaluation of Plaintiff's migraines and headache-related limitations was supported by
substantial evidence.

2. Whether the ALJ mischaracterized Plaintiff's reported daily activities and physical abilities and failed to
build a logical bridge between those activities and the ability to perform full-time work.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the persuasiveness of competing medical opinions under 20
C.F.R. §§ 404.1520c and 416.920c.

4. Whether the ALJ was required to explicitly discuss Plaintiff's ECOG performance scores.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's conclusion that Plaintiff's migraines were well managed and controlled was not supported by
substantial evidence because the ALJ failed to identify specific record evidence supporting that
conclusion and improperly focused on objective evidence while disregarding other evidence concerning
the severity and effects of the headaches.

2. The ALJ's decision was not supported by substantial evidence to the extent it relied on erroneous or
overstated descriptions of Plaintiff's lifting ability, dexterity, cooking, and ability to change cat litter.

3. The ALJ failed to explain how Plaintiff's routine activities demonstrated an ability to perform full-time
employment and therefore failed to create a logical bridge between the evidence and the conclusion that
Plaintiff was not disabled.

4. The ALJ failed to properly evaluate the persuasiveness of the medical opinions because the decision did
not indicate that the ALJ considered the providers' relationships with Plaintiff, medical specialties, or
relative expertise, and inadequately explained the asserted supportability and consistency of the
opinions.

5. The ALJ was required to consider Plaintiff's ECOG performance scores as part of the complete case
record but was not required to mention them explicitly in the written decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“put blinders on, examined only the objective medical evidence, and refused to acknowledge other parts of
the record.” (Dkt. No. 16 at 8)

“it is unclear what the ALJ reviewed to determine that Lyric's migraines were 'well managed and controlled
with medication.'” (Dkt. No. 16 at 9)



“create a logical bridge of reasoning” (Dkt. No. 16 at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought SSI and DIB based primarily on disabling migraines, headaches, dizziness, and related
limitations. The ALJ characterized Plaintiff's headaches as well managed and controlled, relied on daily
activities and selected medical opinions in finding her not disabled, and discounted treating neurologist Dr.
Kumar's opinion that Plaintiff could not work. The record indicated daily headaches, increased medication
needs, sleep disruption, inability to drive because of dizziness, and limitations affecting cooking and lifting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commissioner denied Plaintiff's applications for SSI and DIB. Magistrate Judge Mitchell Katz
recommended granting Plaintiff's motion, denying Defendant's motion, and remanding for further administrative
proceedings. The district court found no clear error, adopted the Report-Recommendation in its entirety, granted
Plaintiff's motion, denied Defendant's motion, remanded under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), and directed
entry of judgment for Plaintiff.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner's decision is remanded pursuant to sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for further
administrative proceedings consistent with the order, including proper evaluation of Plaintiff's migraines,
reported limitations and daily activities, and medical-opinion evidence.
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