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Adams v Carolyn W. Colvin

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

Case No. 2:15-CV-03286 (VEB)

PEGGY ANN ADAMS,
Plaintiff, DECISION AND ORDER
VS.

CAROLYN W. COLVIN, Acting
Commissioner of Social Security,

Defendant.

l. INTRODUCTION

In November of 2011, Plaintiff Bgy Ann Adams applied for Supplemental

Security Income (“SSI”) benefits underettsocial Security Act. The Commission

of Social Security daed the application.
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Plaintiff, by and through her attorneys, Disability Advocates Group, Michelle

J. Shvarts, Esq. of counsel, commencad #ttion seeking judicial review of the
Commissioner’s denial of benefits purstitm42 U.S.C. 88 405 (gnd 1383 (c)(3).

The parties consented to the jurisdiotiaf a United States Magistrate Judge.
(Docket No. 12, 13). On Ma2, 2016, this case wasfeered to the undersigned

pursuant to General Ond@5-07. (Docket No. 20).

Il. BACKGROUND
Plaintiff applied for SSI benefits oNovember 28, 2011, alleging disability
beginning June 30, 2009, due to physi&adl mental impairments. (T at 9)The

application was denied initiallgnd on reconsideration. afitiff requested a hearin

(@

before an Administrativeaw Judge (“ALJ").

On November 26, 2013, a hearing waklHeefore ALJ Joel Martinez. (T 3

~—*

39). Plaintiff appeared with her attorneydatestified. (T at 42-57). The ALJ also
received testimony from Jane Haile, a vomadil expert (T at 58-61). In a written
decision dated December 24, 2013, the Aduhfl that Plaintiff was not disabled and

denied the application for benefits. &f 16-38). The ALJ’'s decision became the

! Citations to (“T") refer to the admistrative record at Docket No. 17.
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Commissioner’s final decision on Februa$, 2015, when the Appeals Coun

denied Plaintiff's request for review. (T at 1-6).

On May 1, 2015, Plaintiff, acting byhd through her counsel, filed this action

seeking judicial review of the Commissiaisedenial of benefits. (Docket No. 1
The Commissioner interposed an AnswarNovember 20, 201§Docket No. 16).
The parties filed an Amended Joint Sigtion on Januarg2, 2016. (Docket No

19).

After reviewing the pleadings, Amend@édint Stipulation, and administrativie

record, this Court finds that the Commesser’'s decision must baffirmed and this
case be dismissed.
[ll. DISCUSSION
A.  Sequential Evaluation Process
The Social Security Act (“the Act”) di@es disability as the “inability tg

engage in any substantialigfl activity by reason ofiny medically determinabls

physical or mental impairment which candxgected to result ideath or which has

lasted or can be expected to last focamtinuous period of not less than twel

months.” 42 U.S.C. 88 423(d)(R), 1382c(a)(3)(A). The Arcalso provides that a

claimant shall be determined to be undatisability only if @y impairments are o
such severity that he or she is mstly unable to do previous work but cann

3
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considering his or her age, educatiord avork experiences, engage in any ot
substantial work which exists in the national economy. 42 U.S.C. 88 423(d)(?
1382c(a)(3)(B). Thus, the definition of dmskty consists of both medical an
vocational component&diund v. Massanari, 253 F.3d 1152, 1156 {Cir. 2001).
The Commissioner has establishede-tep sequential evaluation proce
for determining whether a person is diteal. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.920. S

one determines if the person is engagedsubstantial gainful activities. If sc

benefits are denied. 20 C.F.R. 88 405820(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(4)(i). If not, the

decision maker proceeds to step two, Whietermines whether the claimant ha
medically severe impairment or combtion of impairments. 20 C.F.R. 8§
404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 416.920)&)(ii).

If the claimant does not have a sevampairment orcombination of
impairments, the disability claim is wied. If the impairment is severe, ti
evaluation proceeds to the third step, wihoompares the claimant’s impairment(
with a number of listed impairments acknowledged by the Commissioner to
severe as to preclude substantial gdiafttivity. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii
416.920(a)(4)(iii); 20 C.F.R. 8 404 Subgt. App. 1. If the impairment meets (
equals one of the listed impaents, the claimant is conclusively presumed to
disabled. If the impairment is not one clusively presumed to be disabling, tl

4
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evaluation proceeds to the fourth step,ocuhdetermines whether the impairmgnt

prevents the claimant from performing warkich was performed in the past. If the

claimant is able to perform previous wottke or she is deemed not disabled.

20

C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iv), 4B20(a)(4)(iv). At this step, the claimant’s residual

functional capacity (RFC) is considered. I&ttlaimant cannot perform past relevant

work, the fifth and final stem the process determines whet he or she is able t

perform other work in the national economyview of his or her residual functiona

capacity, age, education, and past wexkerience. 20 C.F.B8§ 404.1520(a)(4)(v)
416.920(a)(4)(v)Bowen v. Yuckert, 482 U.S. 137 (1987).

The initial burden of wof rests upon the claimant to establispriana facie
case of entitlement to disability benefihinehart v. Finch, 438 F.2d 920, 921 {9
Cir. 1971);Meanel v. Apfel, 172 F.3d 1111, 1113{SCir. 1999). The initial burder
Is met once the claimant eBizhes that a mental or ydical impairment prevent
the performance of previous work. The dem then shifts, at step five, to th
Commissioner to show that (1) plafifitcan perform other substantial gainf
activity and (2) a “significant number of jobs exist in the national economy” tha

claimant can perfornKail v. Heckler, 722 F.2d 1496, 1498'{QCir. 1984).

5
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B. Standard of Review

Congress has provided a Ilted scope of judicial review of a Commissione
decision. 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). A Courtust uphold a Commissioner’s decisig
made through an ALJ, whahe determination is not bad on legal error and i
supported by substantial evidenSee Jones v. Heckler, 760 F.2d 993, 995 {oCir.
1985); Tackett v. Apfel, 180 F.3d 1094, 1097 {Cir. 1999).

“The [Commissioner’s] determination thatplaintiff is not disabled will be
upheld if the findings of fact arsupported by substantial evidenc&g&gado v.
Heckler, 722 F.2d 570, 572 Y9Cir. 1983)(citing 42 U.S.C§ 405(g)). Substantia
evidence is more than a mere scintiiarenson v. Weinberger, 514 F.2d 1112, 111¢
n 10 (¢ Cir. 1975), but less than a preponderaneAllister v. Sullivan, 888 F.2d
599, 601-02 (B Cir. 1989). Substantial evidenceneans such evidence as
reasonable mind might accept asq@dse to support a conclusiorRichardson v.
Perales, 402 U.S. 389, 401 (1971)(citatioramitted). “[S]uch inferences an
conclusions as the [Commissioner] ynmaasonably draw from the evidence” w
also be upheldMark v. Celebreeze, 348 F.2d 289, 293 {9Cir. 1965). On review,
the Court considers the record as a whalot just the evidence supporting t
decision of the CommissioneWeetman v. Sullivan, 877 F.2d 20, 22 {® Cir.

1989)(quoting<ornock v. Harris, 648 F.2d 525, 526 {oCir. 1980)).

6
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It is the role of the Commissioner, ntitis Court, to resolve conflicts in
evidence.Richardson, 402 U.S. at 400. If evidencegports more than one rational
interpretation, the Courtmay not substitute its judgment for that of the
CommissionerTackett, 180 F.3d at 1097Allen v. Heckler, 749 F.2d 577, 579 {9
Cir. 1984). Nevertheless, a decision supgarby substantiakvidence will still be
set aside if the proper legal standards werteapplied in weighing the evidence apd

making the decisiorBrawner v. Secretary of Health and Human Services, 839 F.2d

432, 433 (8 Cir. 1987). Thus, if there is substantial evidence to support the

administrative findings, or if there i®iflicting evidence that will support a finding
of either disability or non-disability, thiending of the Commissiner is conclusive
Sporague v. Bowen, 812 F.2d 1226, 1229-30"(Tir. 1987).
C. Commissioner’'sDecision
The ALJ noted that Plaintiff had preusly filed an application for SS|
benefits, which was denied a decision rendered by AlZane Lang on October 20,
2011. No appeal was taken from that dexei, making ALJ Lang’s findings final ajs
to that period of time. (T at 19).
The ALJ determined that Plaintiff danot engaged in substantial gainful
activity since November 28, 2011, thetaleof the application presently under
review. (T at 23). The ALJ found tha&laintiff's major depressive disordey,

7

DECISION AND ORDER — ADAMSy COLVIN 2:15-CV-03286-VEB




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

amphetamine abuse, degeriee disc and degenerative joint disease, with ¢
protrusions and associated stenonis of the lumbosacral spine were *“s
impairments under the Act. (Tr. 23).

However, the ALJ concluded that Riaff did not havean impairment or
combination of impairments that met medically equaled onef the impairments
set forth in the Listings. (T at 24).

The ALJ determined that Plaintiff teened the residual functional capaci
(“RFC") to lift/carry 20 pounds occasionall§0 pounds frequently, stand/walk for

hours in a workday and sit férhours in a workday. (T at 24). The ALJ found tf

Plaintiff was limited to occasional postutivity and needed to avoid workpla¢

hazards. He determined that Plaintiff viiasited to simple repetitive tasks, with n
public contact and only occasional cacttwith work peers. (T at 24).

The ALJ noted that Plaintiff had no pastevant work. (T at 30). Considerin
Plaintiff's age (49 years old on the apmpaliion date), educain (limited), work
experience (no past relevamork), and residual funanal capacity, the ALJ foun
that jobs exist in significant numbers in the national economy that Plaintiff
perform. (T at 31).

Accordingly, the ALJ determined th&aintiff was not disabled within th
meaning of the Social Security Act between November 28, 2011 (the appli

8
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date) and December 22013 (the date of the dewn) and was therefore not

entitled to benefits. (T at 32). As notadbove, the ALJ's decision became t

Commissioner’s final decision when th@peals Council denied Plaintiff's request

for review. (T at 1-6).
D. Disputedlssue

As set forth in the Amended Jointi@@tlation (Docket No. 19, at p. 2

Plaintiff offers a single argument iugport of her claim that the Commissioner

decision should be reversed. In sum, mi#iargues that the ALJ did not affor
appropriate weight to tréag source opinions. This Court will review the treati

source opinions and then review theJAd _consideration of those opinions.

IV. ANALYSIS
A. Review of TreatingSource Opinion Evidence
In disability proceedings, a treatingysician’s opinion cargs more weight
than an examining physician’s opiniomdaan examining physician’s opinion

given more weight than thatf a non:-examining physiciaienecke v. Barnhart,

379 F.3d 587, 592 (9th Cir. 2004)ester v. Chater, 81 F.3d 821, 830 (9th Cir.

1995). If the treating or examining phyisic’s opinions are not contradicted, th
can be rejected only witblear and convincing reasorsester, 81 F.3d at 830. If

9
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contradicted, the opinion can only be regector “specific” and “legitimate” reason
that are supported by substahevidence in the recordndrewsv. Shalala, 53 F.3d

1035, 1043 (9th Cir. 1995).

S

The courts have recognized seveygles of evidence that may constitutg a

specific, legitimate reason for discoungi a treating or examining physician

medical opinion. For example, an opinionyniee discounted if it is contradicted hy

the medical evidence, inconsistent witlt@servative treatment history, and/or

based primarily upon the claimant’'s sultfjee complaints, as opposed to clinical

findings and objective observatiorfee Flaten v. Secretary of Health and Human
Servs., 44 F.3d 1453, 1463-64 (9th Cir. 1995).

An ALJ satisfies the “substantial idence” requirement by “setting out

is

a

detailed and thorough summary of the facts and conflicting clinical evidence, stating

his interpretation thereof, and making finding&arrison v. Colvin, 759 F.3d 995,
1012 (9" Cir. 2014)(quotingReddick v. Chater, 157 F.3d 715, 725 {9Cir. 1998)).
“The ALJ must do more #n state conclusions. Hmust set forth his owr
interpretations and explain why theythar than the doctors’, are corredd.
1. Dr. Phyllis Cohen
In May of 2013, Dr. Phyllis CohenRlaintiff's treating family practice
physician, completed a Medical Source &tatnt of Ability to do Work Relateq

10
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Activities (Physical) form. Dr. Cohen expted that she had seen Plaintiff every
months for a year. She diagnosed Iback pain, short term memory los
hypertension, and depression. (T at 647)e 8pined that Platiff could sit for 30
minutes before needing to get up and stand for 15 minutes before needing
down, walk around, etc. (T at 647). OJerBr. Cohen assessed that Plaintiff coy
sit/stand/walk for less than 2 hours in&hour workday, evewith normal breaks
(T at 648). She stated that Plaintiff would need to shift positions at will from sif
to standing, to walking and would netedtake unscheduled 15 minute breaks eV
hour. (T at 648).

Dr. Cohen opined that Plaintiff calloccasionally lift/carry 10 pounds, bt
rarely lift/carry more than that. (T at 648). She assessed that Plaintiff would
be “off task” and unable to perform evemsgie work tasks 25% or more of the d
and would likely miss more than 3 daysvabrk per month due to her impairmen
or treatment. (T at 649).

The ALJ discounted Dr. Cohen’s opinio In particular, the ALJ found th
opinion unsupported by objective meal evidence or clical findings and

contradicted by the treatmemgcords. (T at 25-26).

11

DECISION AND ORDER — ADAMSy COLVIN 2:15-CV-03286-VEB

w

S,

to sit

Ild

ting,

ery

it
likely

Ay

ts

(D




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2. Ms. Carla Avalos

In April of 2013, Carla Avalos, a pshiatric social worker, completed
Medical Source Statement of Ability to dork Related Activitis (Mental) form.
She explained that Plaintiff would be unalbbd understand, remember, and carry
short and simple instructions; maintain atten and concentration; or make sim
work-related decisions for 10% of an 8-nauworkday. (T at 752). She opined th
Plaintiff could not complete a normal wodiay and work week or set realistic gord
more than 15% of the time. (T at 752-53)s. Avalos also assessed limitations w|
regard to Plaintiff's social skills (iheding her ability to ask simple question
request assistance, and accept inswostiand criticism from supervisors) af
adaptive skills (e.g. her ability to resml appropriately to changes in a wg
setting). (T at 753).

Ms. Avalos opined that Plaintiff had rimitation as to déy living, but had

difficulties maintaining socialunctioning, concentratiomersistence, and pace maofe

for 10% of an 8-hour work day. (T at 753phe assessed that Plaintiff would likeg

a

y

be “off task” and unable tperform work tasks 25% or more of the day and wauld

likely miss more than 3 days work per month due to her impairments or treatmd

(T at 754).

12
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In August of 2013, Ms. Avalos provided a letter to Plaintiff's coun

el,

92}

wherein she noted that Plaintiff had beeneiving treatment since January of 2012

for major depression and amphetamohependence (in remission). Ms. Aval
explained that Plaintiff's current symphs “continue[d] to impair her ability tq
sustain and maintain full-time employmemdaengage in sociaituations.” (T at
736). The letter was co-signed by Dr. KarBlaulman, a psychiatrist. (T at 736).
In evaluating a claim, the ALJ musobnsider evidence fro the claimant’s
medical sources. 20 C.F.B§ 404.1512, 416.912. Medicsburces are divided intg
two categories: “acceptable” and “naicceptable.” 20 C.F.R. § 404.150
Acceptable medicakources include licensed phyisitcs and psychologists. 2
C.F.R. 8 404.1502. Medical sources clasdias “not acceptable” (also known
“other sources”) include nurse practitionetberapists, license clinical social
workers, and chiropractors. SSR 06-03fphe opinion of an acceptable medig
source is given more weight than an ‘@tlsource” opinion. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.152
416.927. For example, evidence from “otBeurces” is not sufficient to establish
medically determinable impanent. SSR 06-03p. However, “other source” opiniq

must be evaluated on the basis of thpialifications, whether their opinions a

consistent with the record evidenceg tkvidence provided in support of the

opinions and whether the other source is “aapecialty or area of expertise relat

13
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to the individual's impairment.” SE&SR 06-03p, 20 CFR 88404.1513 (d), 416.913

(d). The ALJ must give “germane reas” before discounting an “other source”

opinion.Dodrill v. Shalala, 12 F.3d 915, 919 (9th Cir. 1993).

Here, the ALJ discounted Ms. Avalao#pril 2013 report, finding that the

social worker had failed to consider s&i$ inconsistencies in the record, whi

provided a basis for questioning the credibibfyPlaintiff’'s claims and presentation.

(T at 28). The ALJ also discounted tletter co-signed by Dr. Schulman, finding
beyond the scope of the psychiatrist's qualifications and insufficiently detailed.
28-29).

3. PaulaChristianson

In November of 2011, Paula Chranson, a treating nurse practitioner,

completed a functional capacity questiomma She diagnosed hypertensign,

depression, cognitive deficits, and headachds. Christianson oped that Plaintiff
could sit/stand/walk with normal breaksr 3 hours in an 8-hour workday wit

normal breaks; occasionally lift/carry ledlsan 10 pounds, rarely lift/carry 1

pounds, and never lift/carry more than ti{@tat 362). She reported that Plaintiff{s

pain would be severeneugh to occasionally inteme with attention and

concentration needed to perform even sanpork tasks. (T at 362). She oping

14
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that Plaintiff would likely miss about 4 gs per month due ther impairments of
treatment. (T at 362).

Ms. Christianson’s report was co-signky a physician, whose name is n
legible (although it appears to be Dr. Cohen’s signature). (T at 362). Althoug
ALJ did not reference Ms. Christianson, tiéed this report when discussing [
Cohen’s assessments (T at 28), whe discounted as discussed above.
B. Review of ALJ's Assessmendf Medical Opinion Evidence

For the following reasons, this Coulihds the ALJ's assessment of tf
medical opinion evidence supported by sulisth evidence. First, the ALJ acte
within his discretion in finding that DiICohen’s very restritve assessments wel
contradicted by the conservative treatmbistory. For example, Dr. Cohen on
saw Plaintiff quarterly, treated her sympi® with medicationand did not refer
Plaintiff to an orthopedist or recommeratiditional treatment such as epidu
injections or physical therapy. (T at 25-26)he fact that a aimant receives only

conservative treatment is a specific andtiegte reason to rejeetn opinion that the

impairment is disablingSee Johnson v. Shalala, 60 F.3d 1428,1434 (9th Cir. 1995).

Second, Dr. Cohen’s assessments ware supported by detailed clinics

findings. Although Dr. Coheaited a 2010 brain MRI inupport of her findings, the

ALJ noted that those results were chagaged as “questionable” and other brg

15
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imaging studies were found to be “unreméiied’ (T at 25). The ALJ also cited an

October 2012 MRI of the spine, whiclound generally mild results, with n
evidence of spinal stenosis or nerve roompression. (T at 25, 543). The ALJ
not obliged to accept a treating sourgginion that is “brief, conclusory an

inadequately supported by clinical finding&ihgenfelter v. Astrue, 504 F.3d 1028

1044-45 (9th Cir. 2007) (citinghomas v. Barnhart, 278 F.3d 947, 957 (9th Ciy.

2002)).
As to the opinions of Ms. Avalgoand Dr. Schulman with respect
Plaintiff's mental health impairments, thiourt likewise finds substantial evident

supporting the ALJ's consideration.The ALJ discounted Plaintiff's credibility
significantly, noting Plaintiff's convictionfor identity theft (a crime of mora
turpitude), failure to provide an honestcaunting of her substance abuse histg
and reports of symptom magnification. (T at 2%ee Verduzco v. Apfel, 188 F.3d
1087, 1090 (8 Cir. 1999)(Dishonesty regarding drug use may be used to discq
claimant's credibility);see also Fair v. Bowen, 885 F.2d 597, 604 n. 5 %<Cir.
1989)(noting that ALJ may ke on “ordinary techniques of credibility evaluatior
and discount a claimant’s credibility if her she “has made prior statemel
inconsistent” with subjective complaints o found to have éen less than candi
in other aspects of his [or her] testimony”).

16
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Plaintiff does not challenge the AlsJtredibility determination. Thus, the

ALJ could reasonably discount the opinioat the mental health professiona

which were based in large part on Pldiist subjective complaints and reportSee

Flaten v. Secretary of Health and Human Servs,, 44 F.3d 1453, 1463-64 (9th Ciy.

1995).

S,

The ALJ's decision to discount thassessments of Ms. Avalaos and Dr.

Schulman was also supported by the findirg two consultative examiners.
March of 2012, Dr. Bahareh Tes, a clinical psychologist, completed a consultat
psychiatric examination. Dr. Talessigned a Global Assessment of Function
(“GAF”) scor€ of 60 (T at 441), which isnilicative of moderate symptoms

difficulty in social, occupational or educational functioniMgtcalfe v. Astrue, No.

EDCV 07-1039, 2008 US. Dist. LEXIS 83095,*at(Cal. CD Sep’t 29, 2008). Dr

Talei opined that Plaintiff could undémeid, remember and carry out shg
simplistic instructions without difficultyand make simplistic work-related decisio
without special supervision. (T at 441). Hesessed a moderatability to interact
appropriately with supervissy co-workers, and peers oncansistent basis. (T g

441).

2“A GAF score is a rough estimate of an widual's psychological, ®@al, and occupational
functioning used to reflect thadividual's need for treatmen¥argasv. Lambert, 159 F.3d 1161,
1164 n.2 (9th Cir. 1998).

17
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Dr. Rosa Colanna, a clinical ymhologist, performed a consultatiy
psychiatric examination in January ofl3) Dr. Colanna assigned a GAF score
59, which indicates moderate sympton®he opined that Plaintiff could understar
remember, and carry out short, simplististinctions without dficulty and had a
mild inability to understand, remembemdacarry out detailednstructions. Dr.
Colanna believed Plaintiff could makemslistic work-related decisions withod
special supervision, but would have a mihdbility to interact appropriately with
supervisors, co-workerand peers. (T at 518).

The ALJ incorporated the limitatiomssessed by these examiners in the R
determination by limiting Plaintiff to simpleepetitive tasks witlmo public contact
and only occasional contact witvork peers. (T at 24).

The ALJ’'s findings were also supped by the conclusions of two Sta
Agency review consultants, who opinedtPlaintiff had some impairment wit
regard to social functioning, but remaineapable of performing simple repetitiy
tasks. (T at 27, 460-62, 623). “The opinions of non-treating or non-examini
physicians may also serve ssbstantial evidence whehe opinions are consistef
with independent clinical findinger other evidence in the recordThomas v.
Barnhart, 278 F.3d 947, 957 {9 Cir. 2002); see also 20 CFR § 404.1527
(N(2)()(“State agency medical and p$ytogical consultants and other progra

18
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physicians, psychologistsand other medical spetigs are highly qualified
physicians, psychologists, and other medispécialists who are also experts
Social Security disability evaluation.”).

In sum, although treating providers’ injpns are entitled to deference, ti
ALJ may reject such opinions where, hsre, the ALJ provided a detailed
thorough summary of the record, iading conflicting medical opinions, an
interpreted the evidence in a manneattla “reasonable mind might accept
adequate to support a conclusioRithardson, 402 U.S. at 401 (1971).

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ should hawveighed the evidence differently ar

resolved the conflict in favor of the traadi providers’ opinions. However, it is th

role of the Commissioner, not this Chuto resolve conflicts in evidence.

Magallanes v. Bowen, 881 F.2d 747, 751 (9th Cir. 198%®ichardson, 402 U.S. at
400. If the evidence supports more than mt@®nal interpretatin, this Court may
not substitute its judgment for that of the CommissioABen v. Heckler, 749 F.2d
577, 579 (9th 1984). If there is substantial evidence to support the adminis;
findings, or if there is conflicting evidea that will support a finding of eithg

disability or nondisability, the Comssioner’s finding is conclusiveSprague V.

Bowen, 812 F.2d 1226, 12280 (9th Cir. 1987). Herethe ALJ’'s decision was

supported by substantiavidence and must thecgé be sustainedSee Tackett v.
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Apfel, 180 F.3d 1094, 1098 (9th Cir. 1999)(holding that if evidence reasof
supports the Commissioner’s decision, teeewing court must uphold the decisic

and may not substitute its own judgment).

V. CONCLUSION

After carefully reviewing the admistrative record, this Court find
substantial evidence supports the Cossiiner’s decision, including the objectiy
medical evidence and supporteddical opinions. It is clear that the ALJ thorough
examined the record, affordegpropriate weight to theedical evidence, including
the assessments of the treating andn@ring medical proders and medical
experts, and afforded the subjectivaeaigls of symptoms and limitations &
appropriate weight when mdering a decision that Plaintiff is not disabled. T
Court finds no reversibleerror and because subdiah evidence supports th
Commissioner’s decision, the Commaser is GRANTED summary judgment af

that Plaintiff's motion for judgment summary judgment is DENIED.
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VI. ORDERS
IT IS THEREFOREORDERED that:
Judgment be entered AFFIRMINGhe Commissioner’s decision ar
DISMISSING this action, and is further ORDERED that
The Clerk of the Court file thiBecision and Order and serve copies uj
counsel for the parties.
DATED this 28 day of June, 2016.
/s/VictorE. Bianchini

VICTOR E. BIANCHINI
UNITED STATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
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