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Loni Vlasis appeals the district court’s grant of the government’s motion for
summary judgment on her claim that the administrative law judge (“ALJ”)
improperly denied her application for disability benefits under Title XVI of the
Social Security Act. We reverse and remand for an award of benefits.
Both of Vlasis’s treating physicians opined that she was markedly limited in
her ability to complete a normal workweek, to get along with coworkers, to
respond appropriately to changes in the work setting, and to perform activities
within a schedule. Therefore, the ALJ had to provide specific and legitimate
reasons, supported by substantial evidence, for discounting those opinions. See
Lester v. Chater, 81 F.3d 821, 830 (9th Cir. 1995). Contrary to the ALJ’s decision,
the opinions of Dr. Buchert and Dr. Donnelly were not sufficiently rebutted by the
testifying medical expert. The medical expert’s paper review of the doctors’
treatment notes fails to overcome the significant weight this court affords to those
medical professionals who see the patient on a regular basis and can thus more
accurately determine the patient’s work limitations.
We have discretion whether to remand the case for additional evidence or to
award benefits. Swenson v. Sullivan, 876 F.2d 683, 689 (9th Cir. 1989). The
vocational expert testified that the limitations described by the treating physicians
would render Vlasis incapable of performing any work. Therefore, there are no
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outstanding issues to be resolved that would preclude us from making a disability
determination. Because the treating physicians’ opinions in this case are
controlling, we reverse and remand for an award of benefits.
REVERSED and REMANDED.
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