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sioner of Social Security Administration Doc.

WO
INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
Amy Laverne Keeney, No. CV-17-01108-PHX-DLR
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.

Commissioner  of  Social  Security
Administration,

Defendah

Plaintiff appeals the denial of her applions for a period of disability, disability

insurance benefits, and Suppkmal Security Income, iwhich she alleged that she

became disabled as of October 1, 200@fter following the five-step sequentia
evaluation process outlinad 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a), the Administrative Law Jud
(“ALJ") concluded that Plaitiff was not disabled becausghe retained the residug
functional capacity (“RFC”) tgerform medium work (witlsome exceptions), and job
exist in significant numbers in the national ecoryahat Plaintiff can perform in light of
her RFC, age, education, andrwexperience. (A.R. 15-25.)

When considering an appeal from thenidé of an application for disability
insurance benefits, the Court’s review limited. The Court cannot “manufactur
arguments” for Plaintiff, nor can it “considemyaclaims that were nactually argued in
[Plaintiff's] operning brief.” Indep. Towers of Wash. v. Washington, 350 F.3d 925, 929

(9th Cir. 2003). The Court “review[s] only issues which are argued specifically 4
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distinctly in a pant’s opening brief.” Id. Moreover, the Courts not free to consider

Plaintiff's disability application@new or to otherwise deteimas whether she is disabled.

Instead, the Court is limited taeviewing the ALJ’'s decien to determine whether it
“contains legal error or is not supped by substaral evidence.” Orn v. Astrue, 495
F.3d 625, 630 (9th €i2007). Substantial evidencenmre than a scintilla but less tha
a preponderance, and “supklevant evidence that @asonable mind might accept 3
adequate to support a conclusiond. Stated differently, if tt ALJ followsthe correct
legal standards and supports his decision with a reasonable interpretation of the ev
the Court cannot reverse his decision simpBcause it would vigh the ewdence
differently.

After reviewing Plaintiff'sopening brief (Doc. 20), th€ourt finds that Plaintiff
has raised no specific objectiaiesthe ALJ's decision. Plaiiff disagrees with the ALJ’s
weighing of the evidence andkasthe Court to iid that she is “dabled enough to
received social security benefits.” (Doc. 20 at 2.) But Pfaiddes not identify any
legal errors in the ALJ’s etision, nor does she explaimow the ALJ’'s decision is
unsupported by substantlidence. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the Commissioner’s decisionA$FIRMED. The Clerk
of the Court shall terminate this case and enter judgment.

Dated this 17th day of September, 2018.

oS M

Douglas/.. Rayes )
Uhitet Sae S uisutct Joe

S

den



