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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
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LUPE GONZALES SOLIS, Case No. ED CV 17-01656-RA0O
Plaintiff,
V. MEMORANDUM OPINION AND
ORDER
NANCY A. BERRYHILL, Deputy

Commissioner of Operations of Social
Security,
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Defendant.
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l. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff Lupe Gonzales Solis (“@&ntiff”) challengesthe Commissioner’'s

[EN
(o]

N
o

denial of her application for disableddew’s benefits (‘DWB”). For the reasons

N
=

stated below, the decision oktlCommissioner is AFFIRMED.
. PROCEEDINGS BELOW

On December 5, 2013, Plaintiff piped for DWB alleging disability
beginning March 31, 2002. (Adminiative Record (“AR”) 62-63, 71.) Her

application was denied initially on Mdre}, 2014 and upon recodsration. (AR

NN
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82, 90-94.) Plaintiff filed a written request fordaring, and a hearing was held jon

N
~

May 4, 2016. (AR 41seeAR 97.) Plaintiff, unreprsented by counsel, appeated
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and testified, along with an impartial cettional expert (“VE”) (AR 43-61.) On

May 24, 2016, the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) found that Plaintiff had|not

been under a disability, pursudotthe Social Security Actfrom March 31, 2002
through the date of decision. (AR6.) The ALJ's decision became th

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

for review. (AR 1.) Plaintiff filed thigction on August 16, 2017. (Dkt. No. 1.)

The ALJ followed a five-step sequent&ltaluation process to assess whether

Plaintiff was disabled under the Social Security Alotster v. Chater81 F.3d 821
828 n.5 (9th Cir. 1995). Adtep one the ALJ found that Rintiff had not engage

| =N

in substantial gainful activity sincdarch 31, 2002, the alleged onset date

(“AOD”). (AR 30.) At step twg the ALJ found that Plaintiff has the followirg

severe impairments: back pain; migrainesteoporosis; insomnia; pain in joints;

thyroid issue; and hip painld() At step three the ALJ found that Plaintiff “does
not have an impairment or combinatioh impairments that meets or medicall
equals the severity of one of the lisietpairments in 20 CFR Part 404, Subpart
Appendix 1.” (AR 32.)

Before proceeding to step four, the ALJ found that Plaintiff has the resi
functional capacity (“RFC”) to:

[Plerform sedentary work . . . spalty as follows:the claimant can

lift, carry, push, or pull 10 poundsccasionally and less than 10
pounds frequently; she can stand and/or walk for 2 hours out of an 8-
hour workday with normal breaks;eslean sit for 6 hours out of an 8-
hour workday with normal breaksind postural activities can be
performed on an occasional basis.

(Id.) At step four, the ALJ found that Plaintiff wecapable of performing pakst

relevant work as an escroslerk, and thus the ALJ did ha@ontinue to step five,.

124

! Persons are “disabled” for purposes edaiving Social Security benefits if th
are unable to engage imyasubstantial gainful activitpwing to a physical o
mental impairment expected to result in deatr which has lasted or is expected
last for a continuous period of at €42 months. 42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(1)(A).

2

s

y
P,

dua

Y

to



© 00 N OO O b~ W N P

N NN DN DNDNDNNNERRRRR R R R R R
W N o 0~ WNPFPF O © 0N O O W N PP O

(AR 35-36.) Accordingly, the ALJ detemed that Plaintiff had not been under

disability from the AOD through the taof decision. (AR 36.)
. STANDARD OF REVIEW
Under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g), a distrimburt may review the Commissionel

decision to deny benefits. A court must affiam ALJ’s findings of fact if they ar

supported by substantial evidence and & gmoper legal standadvere applied

Mayes v. MassangrR76 F.3d 453, 458-59 (9th C#001). “Substantial evidence

means more than a mere gitia, but less than a prepondeca; it is such relevar

evidence as a reasonable person might acceqteapiate to support a conclusiop.
Lingenfelter v. Astrues04 F.3d 1028, 103519 Cir. 2007) (citingRobbins v. Sog.
Sec. Admin.466 F.3d 880, 882 (9th Cir. 2006)\n ALJ can satisfy the substantial

evidence requirement “by setting out a dethand thorough summary of the fag
and conflicting clinical evidence, stagj his interpretation thereof, and maki
findings.” Reddick v. Chaterl57 F.3d 715, 725 (9tir. 1998) (citation omitted).
“[T]lhe Commissioner’'s decision cannbe affirmed simply by isolating
specific quantum of supporting evidend@ather, a court must consider the rec
as a whole, weighing both evidence teapports and evidence that detracts fr
the Secretary’s conclusion.Aukland v. Massanar257 F.3d 1033, 1035 (9th C
2001) (citations and internal quotationarks omitted). ‘Where evidence i
susceptible to more than one rational iptetation,” the ALJ’s decision should |
upheld.” Ryan v. Comm’r of Soc. Sg628 F.3d 1194, 1198 (9tir. 2008) (citing
Burch v. Barnhart 400 F.3d 676, 679 (9 Cir. 2005));see Robbins466 F.3d at
882 (“If the evidence can support eithaffirming or reversing the ALJ’
conclusion, we may not sufiste our judgment for that of the ALJ.”). The Col
may review only “the reasornmovided by the ALJ in the disability determinati
and may not affirm the ALJ on a gmai upon which he did not rely."Orn v.
Astrue 495 F.3d 625, 630 {9 Cir. 2007) (citingConnett v. Barnhart340 F.3d
871, 874 (9th Cir. 2003)).
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I
IV. DISCUSSION

Plaintiff raises the following issues for review: (1) whether the ALJ prof

considered the medical evidence in ass®g Plaintiffs RFC; (2) whether the Al

erly
J

properly considered Plaintiffs subfae statements and testimony; and

(3) whether the ALJ properly considered vt vocational evidence at step fo
(Joint Submission (*JS”) 4-5.) For the reasons below, the Court affirms.
A. The ALJ Properly Assessed Plaitiff’'s Subjective Statements And

Testimony2

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ failetb properly consider her subjectiy

symptom testimony. SeeJS 20-23.) The Commissier argues that the ALJ
evaluation of Plaintiff's testimony supported by substtaal evidence. $eelS 23,
26.)
1. Plaintiff's Testimony
At the hearing, Plaintiff stated that she was 58 years old and had 4
school education. (AR 46.) Plaintiff's last job was in 2002 as a fina

representative who handled escrow accoufAf 47.) At that job, she worked at

computer while sitting down. (AR 47-48.Plaintiff explained that she had npot

worked in the past 14 years because hebdnd's job transferred them to differg
states. (AR 48.) Plaintiff's husbanghssed away in September 2013d.)(

Plaintiff testified that she has been hleato work for the past five or si
years because her lower back has “gotten wors&ée QAR 49-50.) Plaintiff
explained that she feels pain and stretg, and her lower back and spine a
clicks when she turns. (AR 50.) Plafhalso asserted that she has problems \
her left hip and her neck. (AR 49.) Plaihsfated that her neck gets stiff and sq

? Because subjective symptom testimony is fawor that the ALJ must consid
when assessing a claimant's RFC, theul® addresses this issue first befq
discussing the overall RFC determination.
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and sometimes she cannot move it. (AR 50.)

Plaintiff testified that she suffefsom migraines twice a week. (AR 51.

Her migraines last for about 20 to 30 mesjtand she also “[has] the aura t

comes with it.” [(d.) When that happens, Plaifi8 eyesight gradually “blursg

completely” and gradually retns. (AR 54.) Plaintiftakes medication to regula
her migraines and “[tjo stop them frommomg that often.” (AR 51.) Plaintif
explained that she used to get thimee or four times a weekld()

Plaintiff stated that she takes maation for osteoporosiand osteopenig

L.

(Id.) Plaintiff testified that she has tige sitting and that her back was hurting

during the hearing. (AR 51-52.) Plaintdfserted that she can generally sit
about 20 minutes without serious pain.R(A2.) She also has trouble standing
walking more than 45 to 60 minutedd.{

Plaintiff did not know how much weight she could lift without hurt
herself, but she stated that sloeild lift one gallon of milk. I¢.)

Plaintiff testified that during the gla she gets up, showers, and “do[
whatever [she has] to do” be&& moving on with the day. Id.)) Plaintiff's
grandchildren, ages 10 and 13, are aldteathome. (AR 52-53.) Plaintiff assert
that her son cares for her financially. (AR 53.)

Plaintiff testified that she could nphysically do the work she did 16 yes

for

and

ng

2S]

ed

\I'S

ago. (d.) Plaintiff explained that she canrsit for eight hours a day anymore and

has to lie down after a few hours. (AR 58, Plaintiff stated that she lies do\
for about a half hour to an hour at a titoeelieve her backand she would requir
additional breaks at work to do this. (AR 54.)

Plaintiff explained that her daily medications “[tjemporarily” help her bj

hip, and neck for “a few hos’ (AR 55.) Plaintiff ado constantly changes her

medication for hypothyroidism, which isrgtty much contro#td.” (AR 55-56.)
Plaintiff stated that “it's been h&’' since her husband passed away, and

cannot sleep some nights. (AR 55.)
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I
2.  Applicable Legal Standards

“In assessing the credibility of aapinant’s testimony regarding subjecti
pain or the intensity of symptoms, tA&J engages in a two-step analysidjolina
v. Astrue 674 F.3d 1104, 1112 (9thir. 2012) (citingVasquez v. Astru&72 F.3d
586, 591 (9th Cir. 2009)). “First, the Alodust determine whether the claimant |
presented objective medical evidenceaof underlying impairment which cou
reasonably be expected to produceghm or other symptoms allegedTreichler
v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admiry75 F.3d 1090, 1102 (9t8ir. 2014) (quoting
Lingenfelter 504 F.3d at 1036) (internal quotatiorarks omitted). If so, and if th
ALJ does not find evidence of malingerinthe ALJ must provide specific, cle;
and convincing reasons for rejecting a mlant’s testimony regarding the sever
of his symptoms. Id. The ALJ must identifjwhat testimony was found n(
credible and explain what evidence undermines that testimoHwplohan v.
Massanarj 246 F.3d 1195, 1208 (9th Cir. 2001). “General findings
insufficient.” Lester 81 F.3d at 834.

3. Discussion

“After careful consideration of the ence,” the ALJ found that Plaintiff’
“medically determinable impairments cduteasonably be expected to cause
alleged symptoms,” but found that Plaifii “statements concerning the intensi
persistence and limiting effects of thesengyoms are not entirely consistent w
the medical evidence and other evidencéhenrecord.” (AR 33.) The ALJ relig
on the following reasons: (1) routine andnservative treatment; (2) activities
daily living; and (3) lack of suppbng objective medical evidence S¢eAR 33-
35.) No malingering allegatn was made, and therefore tALJ’'s reasons must b
“clear and convincing.”

a. Reason No. 1: Routine and Conservative Treatment

An ALJ may discount a claimant’'sredibility based on routine ar
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conservative treatmentSee Parra v. Astryel81 F.3d 742, 750-51 (9th Cir. 200

(“[E]vidence of ‘conservatig treatment’ is sufficient to discount a claimar

testimony regarding severityf an impairment.”);see also Meanel v. Apfel72
F.3d 1111, 1114 (9th Cir. 1999) (rejegi a plaintiffs complaint “that sh

experienced pain approaching the highesel imaginable” as “inconsistent wif

the ‘minimal, conservative treatmie that she received”).

7)

t's

D

h

The ALJ observed that medications “have been relatively effective in

controlling” Plaintiff's symptoms. (AR 34seeAR 33.) In August 2012, Plaintiff

reported that “Tylenol with codeine [wlasorking well for the acute headaches

(AR 255.) In September 2012, Plaintiff reported that after 4 weeks of t;

Verapamil, a hypertension medications imeigraines—which she previously g

”
D .

aking

pt

about twice a day—began occurring onlyotar three times a week and became

less severe. (AR 258.) Plaintiff also tdéllexeril, a muscle relaxant, which help

with her headaches aheélped her sleep.ld))

For Plaintiff's left hip, she receiveanti-inflammatory medication, a sterojid

injection, and a non-steroid topical geteaficing and exercises previously help
her symptoms. (AR 283, 289Ih March 2015, Plaintifivas referred for additiong
physical therapy and eleotherapy. (AR 280.)

Because Plaintiff's treatment primarigpnsisted of pain medication without

evidence of worsening, the ALJ permisgidiscounted Plaintiff's credibility base

on her conservative treatment pladee Warre v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Adn#ia9

F.3d 1001, 1006 (9th Cir. 2006) (“Impairmsrthat can be controlled effectively

with medication are not disabling for the pase of determiningligibility for SSI
benefits.”);see also Ryarb28 F.3d at 1198 (an ALJdecision should be uphe
“[w]lhere evidence is susceptible to mdhan one rational interpretation”).

The Court finds that this reasonasclear and convincing reason, Suppof
by substantial evidence, tosdount Plaintiff's credibility.
I
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I

b. Reason No. 2: Activities of Daily Living

As part of the credibility detmination, the ALJ may conside

inconsistencies between the claimant&itaony and his or her daily activitieSee
Light v. Soc. Sec. Admjri19 F.3d 789, 792 (9th Cir. 199Tpnapetyan v. Halter
242 F.3d 1144, 1148 (9th Cir. 2001). Inconsistenciésden symptom allegation
and daily activities may act as a cleand convincing reason to discount
claimant’s credibility. See Tommasetti v. Astrug33 F.3d 1035, 1039 (9th C
2008);Bunnell v. Sullivan947 F.2d 341, 346 (9th Cit991). But a claimant nee
not be utterly incapacitated to obtain benefiEair v. Bowen 885 F.2d 597, 60!

S

=

d
3

(9th Cir. 1989). “If a claimant is able sgpend a substantial part of his day engaged

in pursuits involving the performance of ploa functions that are transferable t(
work setting, a specific finding as to thiact may be sufficient to discredit
claimant’s allegations.™Morgan v. Comm’iof Soc. Sec. Admirl69 F.3d 595, 60(
(9th Cir. 1999);accordVertigan v. Haltey 260 F.3d 1044, 1050 (9th Cir. 2001).

The ALJ noted that Plaintiff “describethily activities that are not limited to

the extent one would expect” in light of Plaintiffs complaints of disab
symptoms. (AR 34.) The ALJ observed tRdaintiff described showering, eatir
meals, walking, caring for her grandchen for three hours a day, feeding g
taking care of her dog and birds, preparmsy own meals, doing laundry, drivin
and cleaning her home. (ARL.) The ALJ therefore detained that Plaintiff's

“ability to participate in sch activities” is inconsistenvith her statements abo

D a
a
)

ing
19

nd
0,

It

the intensity, persistence@nd limiting effects of her symptoms (AR 34) and

properly discounted her testimonysee Molina 674 F.3d at 1112 (the ALJ ma
consider “whether the claimant engages in daily activities inconsistent wit
alleged symptoms” (quotingngenfelter 504 F.3d at 1040)).

The Court finds that this reasonasclear and convincing reason, Suppof

by substantial evidence, to discount Plaintiff's credibility.
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I
a. Reason No. 3: Lack of Supporting Objective Medica
Evidence

The lack of supporting objective medieaidence cannot form the sole ba
for discounting testimony, but it is a factiviat the ALJ may consider in making
credibility determination.Burch 400 F.3d at 681Rollins v. Massanayi261 F.3d
853, 857 (9th Cir. 2001) (citing 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529(c)(2)).

The ALJ accurately summarized PHi's medical records, noting thg
“physical examinations were frequentigremarkable” with no acute distress. (/
34.) A December 2012 bone déndgest revealed ostporosis, and a Februa
2016 bone density test revedl osteoporosis of the neck and lumbar spine.
265, 298.) The ALJ noted that Plaintiffesxaminations sometimes showed m

back tenderness to palpation over the lambegion and left hip, but Plaintif

usually had full range of motion in th®msreas. (AR 34.) No significant mot
strength issues or gaibaormalities were noted.ld(; seeAR 252, 255, 258-59
267-72, 284, 288-89.) And as discussbdve, the ALJ observed that medicatic
“have been relatively effective in contiinf the claimant’s symptoms.” (AR 34.)

Overall, the ALJ determined thath# objective medical evidence regard

[Plaintiff's] impairments wagienerally unremarkable.”Id.) Although Plaintiff's

treatment records may be interpretedmore than one way, the evidence ¢

rationally support the ALJ'sletermination. Accordingly, the Court should uph
his interpretation of the evidenc&ee Ryan528 F.3d at 1198Robbins 466 F.3d
at 882.

B. The RFC Determination Is Supporied By Substantial Evidence

The ALJ is responsible for assessingl@amant’s RFC “based on all of th
relevant medical and other evidenc&0 CFR 88 404.1545(@&), 404.1546(c)see
Robbirs, 466 F.3d at 883 (citing Soc. S&uling 96-8p (July 2, 1996), 1996 W
374184, at *5). In doing so, the ALJ ynaonsider any statements provided
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medical sources, including statementatttare not based on formal medic¢

examinations. See 20 CFR 88404.1513(a), 404.1545(a)(3).  An AL

determination of a claimant's RFC mustddérmed “if the ALJ applied the prope

legal standard and his decisionsispported by substantial evidenceBayliss v.
Barnhart 427 F.3d 1211, 1217 (9th Cir. 200&¥cord Morgan 169 F.3d at 599.
In determining Plaintiff's RFC, th&LJ “considered all symptoms and ti
extent to which these symptoms can reablynbe accepted as consistent with
objective medical evidence and other evitken . . [and] also considered opini

evidence” in accordanceitlv social security regulations. (AR 32.)

al
J’s

Plaintiff contends that the ALJ failed pwoperly consider the effect that her

migraines would have on hability to work. (JS 5-6.) However, as discuss
above, the ALJ considered the medialidence and found that Plaintiff
allegations were inconsiste with the conservative treatment that effectiv
controlled her symptoms.S€eAR 33-34.)

Plaintiff also contends that the ALJiléd to properly consider Plaintiff’s
anxiety and depression. (JS 11.) The Akfermined that Plaintiff's mild anxiet
and depression were “nonse¥tbecause they “do not cause more than mini
limitation in [Plaintiff's] ability to performbasic mental work activities.” (AR 31
The ALJ noted that Plaintiff had no mtal health treatment, no history
psychiatric hospitalization, and no recordseieking treatment with a counselor
mental health professionalld() The ALJ also observed that, despite a referral

support group for grievingséeAR 270), there is no indication that Plaintiff e\

sed

S

ely

UJ

y
mal

)
pf
or
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er

attended the group. (AR 31Although Plaintiff was diagnosed with anxiety and

major depressions€e AR 267-71, 288), a mere gjaosis of an impairment—qd

even treatment for it—is insufficient establish severity at step tw8ee Harvey v,

Colvin, No. CV 12-2507-MAN, 2013 WL 3899282t *5 (C.D. Cal. July 29, 2013

(citing Matthews v. Shalalal0 F.3d 678, 680 (9th Cil993)). Moreover, in her

application, Plaintiff did not allege any impaent related to angty or depression.
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(AR 65;seeAR 73.)
I

Finally, Plaintiff contends that the AlLerred in evaluating the opinion

Df

treating physician Agnes Quion, M.D., iaatl giving greater weight to the opinions

of the non-examining state agency revigyvphysicians. (JS 12.) The ALJ mu
provide “clear and convincingteasons to reject theltimate conclusions of
treating or examining physicianEmbrey v. Bowen849 F.2d 418, 422 (9th Ci
1988); Lester 81 F.3d at 830-31. When aed#ting or examining physician
opinion is contradicted by another opinidime ALJ may reject it only by providin
specific and legitimate reasons supporbgdsubstantial evidence in the reco
Orn, 495 F.3d at 633Lester 81 F.3d at 830Carmickle v. Comm’r, Soc. Se
Admin, 533 F.3d 1155, 1164 (9th Cir. 2008).

In an August 2015 statement, Dr. Quiopined that Plaintiff could stand a

walk less than 2 hours durirggn 8-hour day and sit abo2ithours during an 8-hod

day, with a 15-minute break to walk armbievery 30 minutes. (AR 291-92.) Dr.

Quion also indicated that Plaintiff woufeed to lie down at unpredictable interv

twice a day. (AR 292.) Dr. Quion state@thhese limitations we due to left hip

arthritis, bilateral knee arthritis, bilat# shoulder arthrii, and degenerativie

arthritis in Plaintiff's mid-and lower-back and neckld() The ALJ assignet
this opinion “little weight,” finding it ungpported by Plaintiff's mild and standa
treatment and minimal clinical findings (AR 35.) The ALJ also noted §
inconsistency between Dr. Qui’'s assertion that Plaintiff'smitations were due t(

arthritis and her treating notes, i did not mention arthritis. Id.; seeAR 267-

72.) The ALJ properly discounted Opuion’s opinion on this basisSee Valenting

v. Comm'r Soc. Sec. Admib.74 F.3d 685, 692-93 (9th Cir. 2009) (finding thg
contradiction between a physician’s opimiand his own treatment notes ig

specific and legitimate reason to reject that opinion).
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Instead, the ALJ gave “great weight3 the opinions of the state agency
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medical consultants who reviewed Plaintiffs case record and understog
evidentiary requirements of social secudigability programs. (AR 34.) The AL
found their opinions to beoasistent with the record aswhole. (AR 34-35.) Th
ALJ was therefore permitted to assigreat weight to these opiniorfsee Morgan

169 F.3d at 600 (“Opinions of a nonexamyg, testifying medical advisor ma

serve as substantial eeigdce when they are suppaltby other evidence in the
record and are consistent with it.Ruiz v. Colvin638 F. App’x 604, 606 (9th Cir.

2016) (finding that the ALJ did not err in giving the greatest weigh
nonexamining state agency medical adt@ts because “the ALJ found thg
opinions consistent with the greater nuadlirecord, progress and treating notes,
[the plaintiff]'s descripton of her daily activities”).

In sum, the Court finds that th&LJ's RFC assessment is supported
substantial evidenceSee Arrieta v. Astrye801 F. App’x 713, 715 (9th Cir. 200¢

(finding that substantial evidence suppdrtee RFC determination when the A

d th
J

D

Y

[ 1o
DI

and

by
3)
| J

properly evaluated the opinion evidermed relied on supporting medical reparts

and testimony).
C. The ALJ Did Not Err In Relying On The VE's Testimony At Step

Four

At the administrative hearing, the Alposed the following hypothetical
the VE:

Assume . . . that we have an indival with the Claimant’s education
which is high school; the same worlstury and skills as the Claimant.
... [T]he individual would be fhited to sedentary work, that's a
sitting job; to lift[,] carry, pushor pull ten pounds occasionally and
less than ten pounds frequently; costdnd or walk for about two out
of eight; could sit for about six owuff eight. Postural activities would
be limited to occasionalCould such a person perform any of the past
work of the Claimant?

(AR 59.) The VE testified that a perswith those limitations could perform th

job of an escrow clerk as it is generafigrformed, but not as how Plaintiff hs

12

e




© 00 N OO O b~ W N P

N NN DN DNDNDNNNERRRRR R R R R R
W N o 0~ WNPFPF O © 0N O O W N PP O

actually performed it. (d.)

Plaintiff contends that the ALJ eddy failing to further inquire about th
technological changes that have taken p&ugee Plaintiff last performed the job
escrow clerk in 2002. (JS 27.) Plaintiff asserts that she does not have thg
necessary to perform the job, noting thast’ technological advances and chan
involving electronic data since 2002.1d.J Plaintiff argues that “it would b
iImpossible for anyone to maintain the slael” that is requird to perform the jok
of escrow clerk in 2016 after not having ddhe work in 14 years. (JS 27-28.)

Plaintiff provides no support for thergument or any édence to establis
that, contrary to the VE's testimony, eshs unable to perform the job as it
generally performed. Indeed, Plaintiffstdéied that when she did perform th
work, she worked “[o]n a computer, sij down.” (AR 47-48.) Despite vagl
allegations of technological changes, Riffilnas not shown any error in the ALJ
reliance on the VE's testimonySee Buck v. BerryhjliB69 F.3d 1040, 1051 (9t
Cir. 2017) (“[A]t least in the absence ahy contrary evidence, VE's testimony is
one type of job informatiothat is regarded as intemtly reliable . . . .”);see also
Bayliss 427 F.3d at 1217 (“An ALJ may takerahistrative notice of any reliabl
job information, including informatiorprovided by a VE. A VE'’s recognize
expertise provides the necessary fodmtafor his or her testimony. Thus, 1
additional foundation is requd.” (citation omitted)).

Therefore, the Court finds that teers sufficient support for the VE’
conclusion that Plaintiff could perform the job of escrow clerk.

I
I
I

® The VE testified that Plaintiff had actlyaperformed the job at the light leve
with lifting up to 20 pounds. (AR 59.)
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V. CONCLUSION
IT IS ORDERED that Judgment shbe entered AFFIRMING the decisign
of the Commissioner denying benefits.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Cledt the Court serve copies of this

Order and the Judgment oounsel for both parties.
Rapells G QL

ROZELLA A. OLIVER
UNITEDSTATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE

DATED: July 31, 2018

NOTICE

THIS DECISION IS NOT INTENDED FOR PUBLICATION IN WESTLAW,
LEXIS/NEXIS, OR ANY OTHER LEGAL DATABASE.
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