Quarles-Lase

ki v. Social Security Administration Commissioner

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS
HARRISONDIVISION

STACY A. QUARLESLASECKI PLAINTIFF
V. CIVIL NO. 20cv-3009
ANDREW SAUL, Commissioner DEFENDANT

Social Security Administration

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Plaintiff, Stacy A. Quarletaseckj brings this action under 42 U.S.C.485(g),
seeking judicial review of a decision of the Commissioner of Social Security Asiration
(Commissioner) denyingeh claims for a period ofdisability, disability insurance benefits
(“DIB") and supplemental security income (“SSI”) benefits under the provisbistles I
and XVI of the Social Security Act (the “Act”).In this judicial review the Court must
determine whether there is substantial evidence in the administrative recangptrtshe
Commissioner’s decisionSee 42 U.S.C. § 405 (g).

Plaintiff protectively filedherapplicatiors for DIB and SSbn September 5, 2017, and
October23, 2018 (Tr. 13). In her applicatiors, Plaintiff alleged disability beginning afune
7, 2017 dueto aback injury (Tr. 13, 191) An administrative hearing was held on January 9,
2019,at whichPlaintiff appeared with counsahd testified. (Tr60-89. A vocational expert
(“VE”) also testified (1d.).

OnJuly 11, 2019, the ALJ issden unfavorable decision. (Tt0-26§. The ALJ found
that during the relevant time period, Plaintiff had an impairment or combination of
imparments that wereeveremajor depression, generalized anxiety disorder, disaidbe

back, and chronic pain syndron{@r. 15-16. However, after reviewing all of the evidence
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presented, the ALJ determined that Plaintiff's impairments did not meet or egusa\tbrity
of any impairment listed in the Listing of Impairments found in 20 CFR Part 404, Subpart P
Appendix 1.(Tr. 16-17. The ALJ foundhatPlaintiff retained the rédual functional capacity
(RFC) ta
[Plerformsedentaryvork as defined in 20 CFR 404.1567(a) and 416.967(a
except the claimant can occasionally climb ramps and stairs; never climb ladders,
ramps, and scaffolds; and occasionally balance, stoop, kneel, crouch, and crawl.
She is limited to work with simple, routine, and repetitive tasks involving only
simple workrelated decisions with few, if any, workplace changes and no more
than incidental contact with emorkers, supervisors, and the general public.
(Tr. 18-29.
The ALJ found Plaintiff would be unable to perform any efgast relevant work(Tr.
24). With the help of a vocational expert, the ALJ then determinedPtaattiff could perform
the representative occupations of document prepacgrooiit board assembly(Tr. 25). The
ALJ found Plaintiff was notlisabled from June 7, 2017, through the date of his deciélon.
26).
Subsequently, Plaintiff filed this action. (D&). This case is before the undersigned
pursuant to the conseat the parties. (Dod). Both parties have filed appeal briefs, and the
case is now ready for decision. (Docs. 13, 14

This Court’s role is to determine whether the Commissioner’s findings are supporte

by substantial evidence on the record as a wHémnire v. Barnhart, 292 F. 3d 576, 58&l{

Cir. 2002). Substantial evidence is less thpreponderancéut it is emugh that a reasonable
mind would find it adequate to support the Commissioner’s decision. The ALJ’s decision mus

be affirmed if the record contains substantial evidence to support it. EdwardavaBa314

F.3d 964, 966 8th Cir. 2003). As long as there is substantial evidence in the record that
supports the Commissioner’s decision, the Court may not reverse it simply becalsdisilibst

evidence exists in the record that would have supported a contrary outcome, or because
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Court would have decetl the case differently. Haley v. Massana&8 F.3d 742, 747th

Cir. 2001). In other words, if after reviewing the record, it is possible to draw two isieois
positions from the evidence and one of those positions represents the findings of the ALJ, t

decision of the ALJ must be affirmed. Young v. Apfel, 221 F.3d 1065, 1068 (8th Cir. 2000).

Plaintiff generally argues the ALJ's decision was not supported by substantial
evidence (Doc. 13 pp. 4L0). Plaintiffargues that the ALJ erred in his RB&ermination &
Consultative Examiner Dr. Brownfield’s opinion should have been controlling. (Doc. 13, p.
7). Plaintiff also argues the ALJ also erred in assessing Plaintiff's sivgiemmplaints of
painand improperly weighed her ability to perfohrar daily activities (Doc. 13, p. &8). The
Court has reviewed the entire transcript and the parties’ briefs. Faabens stated in the
ALJ's well-reasoned opinion and in the Government’s brief, the Court finds Plaintiff's
arguments on appeal to be without merit and finds the record as a whole refle@st®uibst
evidence to support the ALJ’s decision. Accordingly, the ALJ’s decision is hereby silynmar
affirmed and Plaintiff's Complaint is dismissed with prejudi€ee Sedgev. Astrue, 364Fed.
Appx. 307 (8th Cir. 2010)(district court summarily affirmed the ALJ).

IT IS SO ORDERED thig4th day of November 2020.

Isl Gwin L Wiodomann

HON. ERIN L. WIEDEMANN
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE




