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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
9 SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
1C
11 || KAREN DENISE MARTIN, Case No0.:3:16-cv-03017#H-BGS
Plaintiff,
12 ORDER:
13 || v.
14 || NANCY A. BERRYHILL, Acting (I)DENYING PLAINTIFF'S
Commissioner of Social Securjty MOTION FOR SUMMARY
15 ’ JUDGMENT,; and
16 Defendant
[Doc. Nes. 13, 14
17
18 (2)GRANTING DEFENDANT'’S
CROSSMOTION FOR
1¢ SUMMARY JUDGMENT
2C [Doc. No. 19
21
22 OnDecember 132016,Karen Denise Martiif“Plaintiff’) filed a complaintagainst
22 Defendant Nancy A. Berryhill, Acting Commissioner of Social Security (“Defendant”)
24 seeking judicial review of an administrative denial of disability benefits unde&dbia
2% Security Act.(Doc. No. 1.)On Februay 27, 2017, Defendant filed an answer to Plaintjff's
2€ complaint along witithe administrative record. (Doc. N&.1Q) On April 11, 2017,
21 Plaintiff filed a motion for summary judgment, requesting that the Court reverse th
28 Commissioner’s final decishandremand the case for further administrative proceedings.
1
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(Doc. No. 14) OnJune 15, 201,Defendant filed a crogsotion for summary judgme

and a response in opposition to Plaintiff's motion, requesting that the Count #ffy

Commissioner’s finaldecision (Doc. Nos. 19, 20 For the reasons below, the Cq

denies Plaintiffs motion for summary judgment, grants Defendant’s -onosisn foi

summary judgment, and affirms the Commissioner’s final decision.
BACKGROUND

nt

purt

On June 21, 2013Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits, claiming a

disabilty onset date oAugust 18, 2009 (AR 17080, 196) Plaintiff is a 5tyearold
woman who complains of neuropathy, diabetes, high blood pressure, gout, aciq
depression, and arthritis in her left foot, knees, and right shoulder. The Social §
Administration(“SSA”) initially denied Plaintiff'sapdication for benefitson Septembe
12, 2013,and deniedeconsideration oRebruary 11, 2014(AR 116-20, 12531.)

On May 7, 2015 Plaintiff had a hearingpefore an Administrative Law Jud
(“ALJ”"). (AR 28) Plaintiff testified at the hearing, as did a vocational expert retair
the SSA. (Id.) Plaintiff also submittedas evidence her medical records, RF
guestionnaires from her treating physician and nuhgejnitial disability determinatig
and reconsideration by the state agency physialadher work and education histo
(Id.) In both the initial disability determation and the reconsideratidhe state agen
physician found that the Plaintiff was not disable. (AR 101, 113.)

Social Security regulations require ALJs to use the followingdte@ inquiry i
determining whether an applicant qualifies for disability benefits: (1) has the claimal
gainfully employed since the time of the disability onset dé®?is the claimant’
impairment severéq3) “does the impairmenimeet or equal’ one of a list of spec

impairments described in the regulationarid if not what is the claimant’s residt
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functional capacity (‘RFC®? (4) is the claimant capable of performing past rele
work? and (5)“is the claimant able to do any other workTackett v. Apfel 180 F.3q
1094, 109899 (9th Cir. 1999)see als®?0 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.92M a decisio
datedJuly 8 2015,the ALJanalyzed Rdintiff's claim under this test and determined
she hachot met her burdeaf proof. (AR 28-53.) At the first step, the ALdeterminey

that the Plaintiff had not been gainfully employsace the disability onset date of Augd
18, 2009. (AR 30-31.) At the second stepghe ALJ determined that Plaintiff had
following severempairmentsgout, Morton’s neuroma, neuropatim her feet and anklg
obesity,diabetes, hypertension, and shoulder pé&iR 31-33.)

At the third step the ALJconcluded that Plaintiff did not have an ailmemt

combination ofilmentsthatamounted t@ne of the SSA’secognized list ofmpairmens.
(AR 33-34.) The ALJthendetermined that Plaintiff hachaRFCto perform light work
“except that the claimant can stand/walk a total of two hours out of an eight hdy
(AR 34.) The ALJfurther found thatPlaintiff:

cannot walk on uneven ground, climb ladders, work at unprotected heights g
around dangerous machinery, or be exposed to temperature extremes. T
claimant can only occasionally climb ramps or stairs, stoop, or bend,
Moreover, theclaimant can only occasionally lift above shoulder level with
the dominant (right) upper extremity. As to the dominant upper extremity
only, she is further restricted to frequent fingering and frequent handling.

(AR 34)
At the fourth stepthe ALJ deermined that Plaintiff couldot perform past relvan
work asa medical assistant, groundskeeper, assemblégroe health aide. (ABO-51.)
At the fifth step based on th&kFC assessmeand Plaintiff's age, educatiorang
past relevant work experie@, the ALJ determirtethatPlaintiff “has acquired work skil

from past relevant work that are transferable to other occupations with jobs exi

1 Social Security regulations define residual function capacityhasrtiost you can still do despite yo
limitations” 20 C.F.R. § 416.946(a)(1).
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significant nunbers in the national economy.”(AR 52.) Consequently the A.J
determined that Plaintiff hadot beendisabled fromAugust 18 2009, the alleged onset
date, througlduly 8, 2015.(AR 31.)

On October 18016, theSocial Security Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's request

for review, rendang the ALJ’s decision final(AR 1-7.)
DISCUSSION

l. Relevant Legal Standards

A. SSA'’s Sequential Fiv&tep Process

The SSA employs sequentiafive-stepevaluation to determine whether a claimant
is eligible for benefits 20 C.F.R88416.920, 404.1520To qualify for disability benefits
under the Act, a claimant musstablishthat: (1) he or shes unable “to engage in any

substantial gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physical or menta
impairment,” 42 U.S.C. 8§ 423(d)(1)(A); (2istor her impairment persisted at least longer

than a twelve month periodl.; see als®0 C.F.R. § 404.1509; and (3) he or shiHer

was permanently disabled or subject to a condition which became so severe as tg creat

disability prior to the datepon which [his or] her disability insured status expired
Johnson v. Shalal&0 F.3d 1428, 1432 (9th Cir995) see alsd2 U.S.C. § 423(a)(1)(A).
The first stepn the sequential evaluation considers a claihsémtork activity, if
any” 20C.F.R.8404.1520(a)(4)(i) An ALJ will deny a claimant disability benefits
the claimant is engaged ‘isubstantial gainful activity. 1d. §8§404.1520(b), 416.920(b)
If a claimant cannot provide proof of gainful work activity, the ALJ proceetisetp

if

secondstepto ascertain whether the claimant has a medically severe impairmgnt ol

combination of impairmenisThe secalled*severity regulatioh dictates the course of
this analysis Id. 88§ 404.1520(c), 416.920(c3ee als@Bowen v. Yuckert482U.S.137,
140-41 (1987)

An ALJ will deny a claimans disability claim if the ALJ does not find that

claimant suffers from a severe impairmeat combination of impairmentsvhich

significantly limits the claimans physical or mental ability to ddasic work aavities.”
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20 C.F.R.8404.1520(c) The ability to do*basic work activitiesmeans“the abilities
and aptitudes necessary to do most joltd. 88 404.1521(b), 416.921(b)

If the impairment is severe, the evaluation proceeds to the thirdAtepis step
the ALJ determines whether the impairment is equivalent to one of several
impairments that the SSA acknowledges are so severe as to preclude substantic
activity. 1d. 88 404.1520(d), 416.920(d)An ALJ conclusively presumes a clainias
disabled so long as the impairment meets or equals one of the listed impairidel
88404.1520(d)

If the ALJ determines that a claimant does not suffer from one of the §
recognized severe ailmenthie ALJ must establish the claimanResidal Functional
Capacity (RFC’) before proceeding to the fourth stepf the inquiry Id.
88404.1520(e)404.1545(a) An individual s RFC is his or her ability to do physical a
mental work activities on a sustained basis despite limitations fromines onpairments
Id. 88 404.945(a)(1), 404.1545(a)(1) The RFC analysis considefsvhether [the
claimants] impairment(s), and any related symptoms, such as pain, may cause (
and mental limitations that affect what [the claimant] can do in a seiting” 1d. 88
404.1545(a)(1), 416.945(a)(1)n establishing a claimamst RFC, the ALJ must asseg
relevant medical and other evidence, as well as consider all of the claiimgmdirments
including impairments categorized as rsmvere Id. §404.1545(a)(3), (e)

At the fourth step, the ALJ uses the claimaRFC to determine whether t
claimant has the RFC to perform the requirements of his grdstrrelevant workld. §

liste(
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404.1520(f) So long as a claimant has the RFC to carry out his or her past relevant work

the claimant is not disabledd. 88 404.1560(b(3). Conversely, if the claimant eith
cannot or does not have any past relevant work, the analysis presses onward.

At the fifth and final step of the SS&evaluation, the ALJ must verify whether {
claimant is able to danyother work in light of his or her RFC, age, education, and \
experience Id. § 404.1520(g) If the claimant is able to do other work, the claimar

not disabled However, if the claimant is not aldie do other work and meets the durat|
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requirement, the claimant is disahled. Although the claimant generally continues
have the burden of proving disability at step five, a limited burden shifts ©3Ae At
this stage, the SSA must presenidence demonstrating that otlh@psthat the claiman
can perform—allowing for his RFC, age, education, and work experier@ast in
significant numbers in the national economyd. 88 404.1520, 1560(c), 416.92
404.1512(f).

B. Standardf Review

Unsuccessful applicants for social security disability benefits may seek |
review of a Commissioner’s final decision in a federal district coGge42 U.S.C.8
405(g). “As with other agency decisions, federal court review of social sg
determinations is limited.” Treichler v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admin., 775 F.3d 1090
(9th Cir. 2014).

“An ALJ’s disability determination should be upheld unless it contains lega
or is not supported by substantial evidendggérrison v. Colvin 759 F.3d 995, 1009t

Cir. 2014). *“Substantial evidence means more than a mere scintilla but less
preponderance; it is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might acceptsde
to support a conclusion.” Bray v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admin., 554 F.3d 1219, 9&i
Cir. 2009) (quotindAndrews v. Shalala, 53 F.3d 1035, 109¢h(Cir. 1995)). The Gurt
must consider the record as a whole, weighing both the evidence that supports

evidence that detracts from the Commissioner’s conclusi@astison 759 F.3d at 100

“Where the evidence as a whole can support either a grant or a [@eotalrtfmay no

substitute|its] judgment for the ALJ's” Bray, 554 F.3d at 1222 (quotingdassachi V.

Astrue 486 F.3d 1149, 1153ih Cir. 2007)). “ The ALJ is responsible for determin
credibility, resolving conflicts in medical testimony, and for resolving ambiguit
Garrison 759 F.3d at 1010 (quotirghalala 53 F.3d at 1039).

Further even when the ALJ commits legal error, a reviewing court will upho
decisionif that error is harmlesslreichler, 775 F.3d at 109%ee alsdMolina v. Astrue
674 F.3d 1104, 11159th Cir. 2012) (“We have long recognized that harmless
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principles apply in the Social Security Act context.”). “[A]ln ALJ’s error is harmlessavher

it is ‘inconsequential to the ultimate nondisability determinatiorMblina, 674 F.3d &

1115. “[T]he burden of showing that an error is harmful normally falls upon the

attacking the agency’s determinationld. at 1111 (quotinghinseki v. Sander§56 U.S.

396, 409 (2009)).
[ll.  Analysis

Plaintiff moves for summary judgmeon thefollowing grounds(1) the ALJ’'s RF(
determination is not supported by substantial evideamw#(2) the ALJerred by failing t¢

develop the record(Doc. No. 14) ConverselyDefendant moves for summygudgment

on the groundghat the ALJ's RFC was supportbg substantial evidence, atigere wa
no legal error The Court addresses each of these arguments in(Dot. No. 19.)
A. The ALJ’'s RFC Assessent WasBased on Substantial Evidence.
Plaintiff claims that the ALJ’s decision was not based on substantial evifi@ng

two reasons(l) the ALJ improperly evaluated theedical opinions oDr. Fredrick
Thomas and NurddelenLai and (2) the ALJ incorrectly found that Plaintiff's testimag
was nofcredible. (Doc. No. 14.)

1. The ALJ Properly Evaluated the Medical Opinions

In determining Plaintiff's RFC, the ALJ must evaluate all medical opinions t
receives. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(c). Generally, the ALJ gives more weigptrntions

from treating sourcesld. 88 404.1527(c)(1§2). If the treating source’s opinion is we

supported “by medically acceptable clinical and laboratory diagnostic techniques”
not inconsistent with other evidence in the record, then the opinion is given cont
weight. Id. 8 404.1527(c)(2) Deference tdreating physicians is appropriate because
“are likely to be the medical professionals most able to provide a detailed, longit
picture of [the] medical impairment(s) and may bring a unique perspective to dieah
evidence that camh be obtained from the objective medical evidence alone or

reports of individual examinationsd.
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The ALJ may choose not to give a treating physician’s opinion controllingjy
when the opinion is inconsistent with other substantial evidertbe iecord Seeid. “If
the ALJ wishes to disregard the opinion of the treating physician, he must make fi
setting forth specific, legitimate reasons for doing so that are based on substantiaég
in the record! Orn v. Astrue 495 F.3d 63, 632 (9th Cir. 2007)guoting Murray v.
Heckler, 722 F.2d 499, 501 (9th Cir. 1983))

The ALJconsidered all of the evidence and issued a detailed tMigatpage

opinion explaining his decision. Specifically, the Ahrdvidedthe followingreasons for

affording Dr. Thomas’s opinion little weightthe opinion wasboth unsupported by
treatment recordsndit was inconsistent with themedical record as a whol€AR 47.)
The ALJ arrived at this conclusion because Dr. Thomas'’s records didmtatnphysical
examinationsrepated side effects of medicatiaported issues with paiand a detaile(
explanation for Dr. Thomas'’s assessment RHG.) Based on this lack of evidence g
his assessment of plaintiff's lack of credibilithe ALJ concluded that Dr. Thomas
opinion was founded on Plaintiff’'s subjective allegations ratherdharbjective medicg
evidence. He thus assigned Dr. Thomas’s opinion little weight under 20 C.F
404.1527(c). 16.)

“The ALJ need not accept the omn of any physician, including a treati
physician, if that opinion is brief, conclusory, and inadequately supported by c
findings.” Thomas v. Barnhar278 F.3d 948, 957 {9 Cir. 2002). Here, the ALJ correct
discounted the weight of Dr. Thwss opinion because it wasonclusory anc

inadequately supported byedical evidence. (AR. 46.) First, Dr. Thomas's RFC

guestionnaire contains no explanattonjustify hismedical opinionas to the extent g
Plaintiff’'s functional capacity (AR 467-70.) Second, none ohe physical examinatior
that Dr. Thomasconductedcontainany objeawve medical evidence dmpairmens that
would justify the conclusions Dr. Thomas reached ilRi€ questionnaire (AR 47, 347
49, 3$9-70, 38990, 40102,468-69.) Moreover there are nphysical examinaticsifrom
othermedical examinarthat supportDr. Thomas’s opinion. (AR 345, 358, 362, 3{
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371-372, 393, 40405, 429, 461.)Thus,the ALJ provided a specific, legitimate reason
assggning little weight to Dr. Thomas’s medical opinion.

Similarly, the ALJassigred little weight to Nurse Lai’s opinion for the same real
he gave in aggning little weight to Dr. Thomas’s opinion The opinion wasboth
unsupported by treatment recaordsdit was inconsistent with theedical record as
whole (AR 4849.) The ALJ arrived at this conclusion because Nursés logainion way
internally inconsistentacked physical examinationthat supported her findingdid nof
contain a detailed exghaton of her findings, andontradicted Dr. Thomas’s opiniofid.)
Just like Dr. Thomas’s opinion, the ALJ determined that these factors warranted g
little weight to Nurse Lai’s opinion(ld.)

Internal inconsistencies witha medical opinion constitutes a legitimate basig
rejecting the opinionSeeMorgan v. Comm’r 169F. 3d 595, 603 (9th Cir. 1999Here,
the ALJ correctly discounted the weight of Nurse Lai's opinion because it

inconsistent.(AR 48-49.) First,Nurse Lai's RFC determinatiaa inconsistentith Dr.
Thomas’s opinion regardingwhether or not the claimant requires manipula
limitations or breaks in excess of typical breaks to lie down or retliffeR 4849, 337
39, 46770.) Second, Nurse Las report indicates that she previously opined that shg
unsure if the kaimant could perform workefore changindgier response.(AR 339.)
Finally, Nurse Lai’'s opinion is inconsistent with the physical examinations condug

Central Neighborhood Héth Foundation that present the Plainaf“having norma

findings” (Ar. 48.) This substantial evidence supmotthie ALJs determination that

NurseLai’s opinion was inconsistent.hus, theALJ provided a speat, legitimate reaso
for assigmg little weight to Nurse Lai's medical opinion.
2.  The ALJ Correctly Founthat PlaintiffWas NotCredible

The ALJ is not “required to believe every allegation of disabling pain, or

disability benefits would be available for the asking, a result plainly contrary to 42
8 423(d)(5)(A).” Fair v. Bowen885 F.2d 597, 603 (9th Cir. 1989). To permit meanin

judicial review of the credibility determination, the ALJ must “specify which testin
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[he] finds not credible, and then provide clear and convincing reasons Suppol
evidence in the record to support that credibility determinatiBnotvn-Hunter v. Colvin
806 F.3d 487, 4889 (9th Cir. 2015).

“In assessing the credibility of a claimant’s testimony regarding subjective p

the intensity of symptoms, the ALJ engages in adtep analysis.”Molina v. Astrue
674 F.3d 1104, 1112 (9th Cir. 2012). The ALJ must initially determine whetherif]

“objective medical evidence of an underlying impairment which could reasonal

expected to produce the pain or other symptoms alleddd.”

When an [ALJ] determines that a claimant for Social Security benefits is not
malingering and has provided objective medical evidence of an underlying

impairment which might reasonably produce the pain or other symptoms [he¢

or] she alleges, the ALJ may reject the claimant’s testimony about the severit

of those symptoms only by providing specific, clear, and convincing reasons

for doing so.

Brown-Hunter, 806 F.3d at 4889. The ALJ may consider the factors listed in Sg
Security Ruling 88L3, which include:

1. The nature, location, onset, duration, frequency, radiation, and intensity g
any pain; 2. Precipitating and aggravating factors (e.g., movement, activity
environmental conditions); 3. Type, dosage, effectiveness, and adverse sid
effects of any pain medication; 4. Treatment, other than medication, for relie
of pain; 5. Functional restrictions; and 6. The claimant’s daily activities.

Burch v. Barnhart400 F.3d 676, 680 (9th Cir. 2005).

Further even if one or more of theasonghatthe ALJlists are invalid,aslong as

the ALJ provides some valid reasons, the ALJ’s credibility determination will be u
Carmickle v. Comm’r, SSA533 F.3d 1155, 1162 (9th Cir. 2008) (stating that an A

ted b

ain or

er

ly be

4

cial

—

e

D

pheld
\LJ's

citation to erroneous reasons is harmiéske “ALJ’s remaining reasoning and ultimate

credibility determination were adequately supported by substantial evidence
record[]”).
As an initialmatter, the ALJ found that tlgout, Morton’s neuroma, neuropathy

her feet and ankles, obesity, diabetes, hypertension, and shouldevepaimedically
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deteminable severe impairments supported by the medical evidehRe35.) Thus, with
respect to these impairments, Plaintiff metihénden to show thahe qualified for seve
ailments, and the Record supports the ALJ’s finding.

Having found that Plaintiff galified for somempairments, the ALJ then conside
the credibility of Plaintiff's testimony about the severity of the impairments and
impact on hembility to perform any type of work(AR. 3643.) At that step, the AL
properly doubted Plaintiff's credibility about the severity of sygmptoms and their [i
limiting consequences(AR. 36.)

Here, he ALJ found tha Plaintiff's degree or intensity of hesymptoms wag
inconsistent with the rest of histimony and theecord. AR 36.) The ALJ reached th
conclusion based up@vidence that Plaintiff wasorking as a caregiveaindgaps in th
plaintiff's treatment. (AR 36.) In enumerahg these factoras the basifr his decisior
the ALJ cited specific, clear, and convincing reasons for partially discounting P&
credibility and testimony, and his consideration of tHas®rs was proper.

First, he ALJ can consider a claimant’s daily activities and work record in ass{
credibility. SeeBurch 400 F.3d at 68Gsee alsdC.F.R. § 404.1529(a), (c) (in assess
credibility, the agency considers a claimant’s efforts to work and “information ab
claimant’s] prior work history”). Here, Plaintiff testified that she worked as a careg
for her sonin-law part time. (AR 70-71.) Among other things, Plaintitestified that shé
did laundry and cooked fdrer sonrin-law. (Id.) Although these activities doot amount
to the level of substantially gainful employmethiey do indicate that Plaintiff is capak

of working. (AR 36.) This does not comport with Plaintiff's testimony that she i

incapable of workag due to her medical condition§AR 72-74.)

Secondthe ALJ can consider “unexplained or inadequately explained datiJ
seek treatment or follow a prescribeduse of treatment” in assessing credibil
Tommasetti v. Astru, 533 F.3d 1035, 1039 (9th Cir. 2088¢also Burch 400 F.3d a
680 (treatment history is a factor that can be used for determining crediilit®).F.R.

8 404.1520(b) (“If you do not follow the prescribed treatment without a good reas(
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will not find you disabled . . . .”")Here, the ALJ cites numausgapsn treatment occurring
intermittently throughouPlaintiff’s medical history from 2013 to 201%AR 36, 3840,
42, 306, 3248, 341, 4846, 40202, 45455, 48383, 492.) Most recently, Plaintiff
failed to attend physical therapy from DecemB&14 to March 2015, ekpite Dr.
Galloni’s recommendation fgrhysical therapy(AR 37880, 45455, 48990.)
In sum, theALJ articulated specific reasons for his credibility determination.

36.) Those reasons were clear, convincing and find sufipontsubsantial evidence ir
the record. Accordingly, the ALJ’s credibility finding was not erroneo@armickle 533
F.3dat116263.

B. The ALJAdequately Develogdthe Record

Plaintiff nextclaims that the ALJ erred by failing tadequatelyevelop theecord

(Doc. No. 14 at 15 Claimants are responsible for providing all evidence used to dete
the RFC. 20 C.F.R. 8 404.1512(a). Correspondingly, the ALJ has the redpprodi
developing a complete medical history, for astdawelvemonths preceding the month
which claimants filed their applicationand making a reasonable effort to help ok
medical records.20 C.F.R.§ 404.1512()(1). “Every reasonable effort means that
ALJ] will make an initial request for evidence frdbhe claimant’'simedical source .
[and] if the evidence has not been received, [the ALJ] will make one follow up re
20 C.F.R. §26.912Ab)(1)(i). The “ALJ’s duty to develop the record further is trigge
only when there is ambiguous evidence or when the record is inadequate to allow fq
evaluation of the evidenceMcLeod v. Astrue640 F.3d 881, 885 (9th Cir. 20)(fjuoting
Mayes v. Massaari, 276 F.3d 453, 45%0 (9th Cir. 2001))

Here, the ALJadequately developed the record. Althouje ALJ has
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responsibility to develop the record, Plaintiff has the initial burden of providing the

evidence necessary for the evaluation. 20 C.F4R481512(a), (b) Only dter that initial

burden is satisfied does the ALJ have a tdoityevelop the recordndthe dutyonly arises

In cases where the evidence is either ambiguous or inadequate to evaluate Plainti

SeeMclLeod, 640 F.3d at 885 Here, the medical record is extensive, consistin

12

\*4

ff's RI
g of




© 00 N oo 0o b W N B

N NN RN N NDNNNRNRRR R R B R R R
0o ~NI O 00O DD N =R O O 00O N O (10D 0O N OEeO

numerougoctors’ visits and medical examinations spanning more than five ydare
Plaintiff’'s most recent medical records provide a complete and unambiguous ovel
Plaintiff's current medical condition, including up to dateays and MRIs.The record i
also detailed and unambiguouggardingthe extent of Plaintiff's medical conditiol
Thus, the ALJ did not hava duty to develop the recdidther.
Conclusion

The Court concludes that the ALJ’s decision was supported by substantial e\
Therefore, the Court grants the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment and de
Plaintiff’'s motion for summary judgment.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
DATED: October26, 2017

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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