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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF IDAHO

JASON D. ARTHUR, Case No.: 2:19-cv-00015-REB
Petitioner, MEMORANDUM DECISION AND
ORDER
VS.

COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY,

Respondent,

Before the Court is Petitiondason D. Arthur’s Petitiofor Review (Dkt 1), seeking
review of the Social Securigdministration’s deniabf his application for Social Security
Disability Benefits for lack oflisability. This action is brouglmtursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 405(qg).
Having carefully considered the record and oil&e being fully advisa, the Court enters the
following Memorandum Bcision and Order:

I. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS

On June 20, 2016, Jason D. Arthur (“Petitidhéled an application for a period of
disability and disability ins@ance benefits, alleging disabylibeginning April 5, 2013 (later
amended to July 1, 2016). This claim wasafly denied on January 4, 2017 and, again, on
reconsideration on March 8, 2017. On Marbh 2017, Petitioner filed a Request for Hearing
before an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ"On February 14, 2018, ALJ Jesse K. Shumway
held a hearing in Spokane, Washington, at which time Petitioner, represented by attorney Mark
B. Jones, appeared and testified. Todd Gengeeaimpartial vocational expert, also appeared
and testified at the sanf@bruary 14, 2018 hearing.

On March 30, 2018, the ALJ issued a Deciglenying Petitioner’s clai, finding that he

was not disabled within the maag of the Social Security Ac Petitioner timely requested
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review from the Appeals Council and, oowmber 28, 2018, the Appeals Council denied
Petitioner’'s Request for Review, making thie)’s Decision the final decision of the
Commissioner of Social Security.

Having exhausted his administive remedies, Petitioner filed the instant action on
January 15, 2019, arguing that theJrd disability determination vgaerroneous and contrary to
applicable standards of laveee generallfPet. for Review (Dkt. 1). In particular, Petitioner
claims that “[a]ll of the mdical evidence, and specificalliye only psychological examination,
finds that [he] is unable maintain work due to his psychiatconditions.” Pet.’s Brief, p. 10
(Dkt. 15). Petitioner therefore requests that@ourt either reversedhALJ’s Decision and find
that he is entitled tdisability benefits or, leernatively, remand the case for further proceedings.
See idat p. 12see alsdPet. for Review, p. 2 (Dkt. 1).

1. STANDARD OF REVIEW

To be upheld, the Commissioner’s decisiorstrhe supported by substantial evidence
and based on proper legal standargiee42 U.S.C. § 405(g)Matney ex. rel. Matney v. Sullivan
981 F.2d 1016, 1019 (9th Cir. 19980nzalez v. Sullivar914 F.2d 1197, 1200 (9th Cir. 1990).
Findings as to any questionfalt, if supported by substartevidence, are conclusivé&ee42
U.S.C. § 405(g). In other words, if theresishstantial evidence taigport the ALJ’s factual
decisions, they must be upheld, evédren there is conflicting evidenc&ee Hall v. Sec’y of
Health, Educ. & Welfare602 F.2d 1372, 1374 (9th Cir. 1979).

“Substantial evidence” is defined as suelevant evidence as a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a concluss®se Richardson v. Perale®2 U.S. 389, 401
(1971);Tylitzki v. Shalala999 F.2d 1411, 1413 (9th Cir. 1993)he standard is fluid and
nuanced, requiring more than a sdiatbut less than a preponderanseg Sorenson v.

Weinberger514 F.2d 1112, 1119 n. 10 (9th Cir. 19M@ggallanes v. Bower881 F.2d 747, 750
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(9th Cir. 1989)), and “does not mean agk&aor considerable amount of evidencPBiérce v.
Underwood 487 U.S. 552, 565 (1988).

With respect to questions of fact, the roldéhad Court is to review the entire record to
determine whether it contains evidence thatild allow a reasonadlmind to accept the
conclusions of the ALJSee RichardsqQrl02 U.S. at 401see also Matneyw81 F.2d at 1019.
The ALJ is responsible for deteimng credibility and resolvingonflicts in medical testimony
(see Allen v. Hecklei749 F.2d 577, 579 (9th Cir. 1984)), resolving ambiguiseg {/incent ex.
rel. Vincent v. Heckler739 F.2d 1393, 1394-95 (9th Cir. #98 and drawing inferences
logically flowing from the evidencesée Sample v. Schweiké84 F.2d 639, 642 (9th Cir.
1982)). Where the evidence is susceptible to more than one rationaldtdagon, the reviewing
court may not substitute its judgment or intetption of the record for that of the ALSee
Flaten 44 F.3d at 145Key v. Heckler754 F.2d 1545, 1549 (9th Cir. 1985).

With respect to questions of law, the B& decision must be based on proper legal
standards and will be reversed or remanded for legal eder.Matney981 F.2d at 1019. The
ALJ’s construction of the Social Security Actestitled to deference if it has a reasonable basis
in law. See id However, to be clear, reviewifigderal courts “will not rubber-stamp an
administrative decision that is inconsistent with statutory mandate that frustrates the
congressional purpose umbygng the statute.”See Smith v. HeckleB20 F.2d 1093, 1094 (9th
Cir. 1987).

1. DISCUSSION

A. Sequential Process
In evaluating the evidence peeged at an administrativedring, the ALJ must follow a

sequential process in determining wheth@erson is disabled in geners¢¢20 C.F.R. 88§
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404.1520, 416.920) — or continues to be disalded20 C.F.R. 88 404.1594, 416.994) — within
the meaning of the Social Security Act.

The first step requires the ALJ to det@renwhether the claimant is engaged in
substantial gainful activity (“SGA”)See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(4)(i). SGA
is defined as work activity théd both substantial and gainfulSubstantial work activity” is
work activity that involves doing signdant physical or mental activitie§ee20 C.F.R. 88
404.1572(a), 416.972(a). “Gainful work activity” is wdHat is usually done for pay or profit,
whether or not a profit is realize&ee20 C.F.R. 88 404.1572(b), 416.972(b). If the claimant
has engaged in SGA, disability benefits are eéniegardless of howsre his physical/mental
impairments are and regardless ofdgg, education, and work experien&ee20 C.F.R.

88 404.1520(b), 416.920(b). If the claimant is m@gjaged in SGA, the analysis proceeds to the
second step. Here, the ALJ found that Petitionas ‘thot engaged in substantial gainful activity
since July 1, 2016, the amended gdlé onset date.” (AR 22).

The second step requires the ALJ to determine whether the claimant has a medically
determinable impairment, or combination of impairments, that is severe and meets the duration
requirement.See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 416.920(a)(4)(ii). An impairment or
combination of impairments is “severe” withiretmeaning of the Social Security Act if it
significantly limits an individual’s ability t@erform basic work activities. 20 C.F.R.

88 404.1520(c), 416.920(c). An impairment or corabon of impairments is “not severe”
when medical and other evidence establish osljgat abnormality or @ombination of slight
abnormalities that would have no radhan a minimal effect on amdividual’s ability to work.
See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1521, 416.921. If the claimant does not have a severe medically
determinable impairment or combination of @mments, disability heefits are deniedSee20

C.F.R. 88 404.1520(c), 416.920(c¢)ere, the ALJ found that Beoner hashe following
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medically determinable impaimnts: “attention deficit digder, mood disorder, somatic
symptom disorder, and obesity.” (AR 22-23).

The third step requires the ALJ to deterenthe medical severity of any impairments;
that is, whether the claimanfimpairments meet or equalisted impairment under 20 C.F.R.
Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix $e€20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iii), 416.920(a)(4)(iii). If the
answer is yes, the claimant is considered dexhbhder the Social SedyriAct and benefits are
awarded.See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(d), 416.920(d). If d@mant’s impairments neither meet
nor equal one of the listed impaiemts, the claimant’s case canbetresolved at step three and
the evaluation proceeds to step fo8ee id Here, the ALJ concluded that Petitioner's above-
listed impairments, while severe, dot meet or medically equal tleér singly or in combination,
the criteria establistiefor any of the qudlying impairments.See(AR 23-24).

The fourth step of the evaluation procesguires the ALJ to determine whether the
claimant’s residual functional capacity (“RFC”) is sufficient fioe claimant to perform past
relevant work.See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iv), 416.920(a)i{d)( An individual's RFC is
his ability to do physical and mextwork activities on a sustainédsis despite limitations from
his impairments.See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1545, 416.945. Likewiar,individual’s past relevant
work is work performed within the last 15 yearsléryears prior to the datieat disability must
be established; also, the work must haveetaging enough for the claimant to learn to do the
job and be engaged in stdnstial gainful activity. See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1560(b), 404.1565,
416.960(b), 416.965. On this point, the ALJ concluded:

After careful consideration of the entirecord, | find that the claimant has the

residual functional capacity to perforight work as defined in 20 CFR

404.1567(b) except: his sitting is limited30 minutes at a time, 2 hours total in an

8-hour workday; he can frequently push and pull with his right upper extremity; he

can occasionally climb staiand ramps, balance, stoop, kneel, crouch, and crawl;

he can never climb ropes, ladders, or scaffolds; he can have no exposure to
vibrations or hazards (unprotected hegghhoving mechanical parts); and he is
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limited to unskilled and senskilled work, with only occasional, superficial contact
with the public, supervisors, and coworkers.

(AR 24).

In the fifth and final step, if it has beertadished that a claimaan no longer perform
past relevant work because of his impairmethis burden shifts to the Commissioner to show
that the claimant retains the ability to do alsgenwork and to demonstrate that such alternate
work exists in significant nubrers in the national econom$ee20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(v),
416.920(a)(4)(v), 404.1520(f), 416.920@Ege also Matthews v. ShalalD F.3d 678, 681 (9th
Cir. 1993). Here, the ALJ found that Petitionercapable of performing pastlevant work as a
lubrication servicer” and that such worttdes not require the perfoance of work-related
activities precluded by theaimant’s residual funatinal capacity.” (AR 29). Therefore, based
on Petitioner’'s age, education, and RFC, the édricluded that Petitioner “has not been under a
disability, as defined in the Sial Security Act, from Jul\t, 2016, through the date of this
decision.” (AR 29) (ir¢rnal citation omitted).

B. Analysis

The ALJ’s disability decision follows a sigatforward “logical ©nstruct,” unfolding as
follows: (1) if Petitioner was previously altie work while suffering from certain medical
impairments (pre-onset date); and (2) those oadmnpairments have havorsened over time,

but have actually improved (posts®et date); then (3) Petitioner is similarly able to work as he

! The ALJ also asked Mr. Gendreau, th@amtial vocational expert, to consider a
hypothetical question involving andividual with Petitioner’s ag, education, past relevant
work, and the above-referenced RFC, alongsidetditional limitation®f simple, routine,
repetitive tasks with a reasoning level afrdess, no contact witthe public, and only
occasional, superficial contact with supervisamg coworkers, with no collaborative tasi&ee
(AR 29). Mr. Gendreau identifidthe jobs of marker and smaltoducts assembler as work for
such an impaired hypothetical individu@ee id (“Thus, in the alternative, even if | were to
find the claimant more limited and unable tohde past relevant worke still would not be
found disabled at Step 4.”).
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had before and, thus, is not disabledier the Social Security AcBee(AR 25-29). On this
point, the ALJ states:

| am compelled to find agast the claimant by a sifglogical construct — he
sustained work as recently as n2idi6, and his medical impairments have
admittedly not worsened since the timeanthe was working, therefore he remains
as capable of work as he was when hes austaining work. lis undisputed that

he was able to sustain substantial gainful activity from mid-2015 to mid-2016 as a
lube technician, and that job ended because of his ruptured biceps tendon, which
was promptly repaired and is not a sevarpairment. The claimant testified that
nothing about his conditions has changesesine stopped working other than the
tendon repair, and when asked whetherdddcreturn to thatvork now, he said

he could try, but he has not been ofteeeposition. In fact, he acknowledged his
pain is less now than it was when hesweorking. | recognize the claimant has
abrasive character features and a sonfiatigs, but these are long-standing issues
that do not appear to have changes sahatly over time, so there simply is no
apparent reason why he could not do histmecent past relevant work. Although
some of his medical treatment notes inthdlie same kind of extremely abrasive
behavior, that does not seémhave changed over time, and he was evidently able
to control himself well enough to complyith physical thempy and treatment
providers in connection with his right bicependon rupture. This suggests he is
able to control his personality defects winatessary to get something he wants.

(AR 25-26) (internatitation omitted).

Petitioner takes issue with the ALJ’s apgeb in the above-notedspect, pointing out
that a tolerant employer whdiKed or even encouraged” hienfrontational nature with
customers “is not evidence of his ability to main other work absent such a bizarre special
circumstance.” Pet.’s Brief, p. 8 (Dkt. 15)dtng further that “[i]t is a bizarre, special
accommodation for the Petitioner’s personaliyodder, and not one which would be normally
granted in other employment.”)lo prove his point, Petition@rgues that the ALJ improperly
disregarded the opinions from Marie ParknfasyD., the psychologist/examiner who conducted
the only psychological examinatievithin the relevant periodSee idat pp. 5, 9-11. The
undersigned disagrees.

On December 3, 2016, Dr. Parkman conductedratahstatus examination of Petitioner

who, at that time, “allege[d] dibdity on the basis of sleep issues, memory issues, and pain.”
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(AR 520). Within her corresponding “Diséity Determination Exanmation Report,” Dr.
Parkman acknowledged that Petitioner:

e “was somewhat loud, flamboyant and ¢terous but gendip cooperative”;

e ‘“has never had any form afental health treatment”;

e ‘“appear[ed] to have mild psychomotor agitation[,] . . . was in constant motion for
the entire examination[,] . . . tended tokaavide sweeping gastes with his arms
and hands|, and] . . . made intermitteng epntact [that was] somewhat intense”;

e “presented as hyperactive and ingiu as opposed to anxious”;

e ‘“indicated that he knows thle can be abrasive to otkend excessively irritable
with others”;

e ‘“stated that he did not hawveany [relationshipsith other peoplefnd that he was
not an easy person get along with”;

e ‘“admitted that he had a tenderioybe very confrontationélhe did not think things
were going right”; and

e ‘“stated that he tried to get along witbh-workers and that he had no problems
talking to people”;

(AR 520-21, 23-24, 26-27). Diagnosing Petition@hva somatic symptomisorder, attention
deficit disorder, and likely bipolar disordédr. Parkman concluden relevant part:

Although his presentation and past might suggest some antisocial traits, it is notable
that since he got clean he has only hadmiselemeanor ticket in 16 years. He also
has sustained work behavior when ableandk was available. Of special note is
that he got a job after VR told him to appbr Social Security benefits because he
was too disabled to worlde is also very distresdeabout not having work and
being self-sufficient. Halso expressed shame abbatv his family had viewed
him when he was committing felonies. érbfore, his abrageness, impulsivity,
poor judgment, and iability might be more approjately due tan ongoing mood
disorder as opposed to problemm personality functioningln this examination,
his very changeable mood could be “stéeBby simply agreeingiith him or being
pleasant or changing the subject which wlonbt be the casié his presentation
were due more to persoitgldisorder than mood.

Obviously, there are a number of diffetdreatments from which Jason might

benefit. He would bengffrom further examination for the possible presence of a
major mood disorder and treatment foattldisorder. He would benefit from
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additional medical evaluation diis back to determine if surgery is an option for
him. He would benefit from ongoing pain management. At the present time, he
does not have medical insurance to putkase options. His mood disorder is such
that he would be more liketo accept treatment fromgeneral practitioner than a
mental health agency. However, givee tbngth of time and chronicity of his
ongoing problems, it is likely that his ttegent would be in excess of 12 months
before he would be a candiddte training or employment.

He answered questions in an open and honest manner and did not appear to
exaggerate symptoms. There were inoonsistencies noted throughout the
examination.

Jason’s psychiatric symptomveeity appears to be ithe moderate range and he
appears to have a major mental disorddrs pain disorder appears to be in the
severe range. His limitations appearb® due primarily to his reported mental
health problems and rdieal problems.

If approved, Jason should have a payee tkensare that his Is&c needs are met.
In this examination, he presented as impulsive, having poor judgment, and not
being able to organizas affairs effectively.

Jason’s ability to perfornsimple and repetite tasks is poor. His ability to
complete detailed and complisks is poor. His ability taccept instructions from
a supervisor is poor. His ability to intetavith coworkers and the public is poor.
His ability to sustain an ordinary routiméthout special supervision is poor. His
ability to maintain regulaattendance in the workpkads poor. His ability to
complete a normal workdaybrkweek without interrupdns from his psychiatric
condition is poor. The likelihood of hi[mgmotionally deteriorating in a work
environment is significant. His ability tsustain his efforon tasks over time is
poor as well as his ability to adjust quigcknd flexibly to workplace demands. His
ability to learn new job tasks quigkand efficientlyis poor.

(AR 527-28).

The ALJ agreed with Dr. Parkman only insofar as indicating that Petitioner’s attention
deficit disorder, mood disorder, and somatic sionpdisorder constituteevere impairments.
See(AR 22). However, the ALJ gave “little wgt” to the balance of Dr. Parkman’s opinions
(that is, those reflecting — at least in Petitiosenind — that Petitioner “as unable to work and
was unemployable” (Pet.’s Brigh, 9 (Dkt. 15)), concluding:

As this examiner noted, the claimanpsesentation at her exam had been his

presentation for many years, yet he was ebéngage in substantial gainful activity
as recently as June 2016. | find no evide of worsening of the claimant’s
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condition since he was working, and histi@ony does not suggest any worsening.
This examiner’s opiniorhus does not match reality.

(AR 27). Petitioner argues that the ALJ'smdissal of Dr. Parkman’s impressions is not
supported by substantial evidenc®eePet.’s Brief, p. 10 (Dktl5) (“All of the medical
evidence, and specifically tlomly psychological examinationfilings that the Petitioner is
unable to maintain work due kis psychiatric conditions.”).

The undersigned is not persuaded. The Alrdsponsible for resolving ambiguities and
conflicts in the medical testimonysee Magallanes881 F.2d at 750. While the medical opinion
of a treating physician is entitldo special consideration anetight, it is not necessarily
conclusive.See Rodriguez v. BoweB76 F.2d 759, 761 {9Cir. 1989). If the treating
physician’s opinions are not contratdid by another doctor, they ynbe rejected only for clear
and convincing reason$ee Bayliss v. Barnhad27 F.3d 1211, 1216(Cir. 2005);Lester v.
Chater, 81 F.3d 821, 830 {oCir. 1995). Even if thereating physician’s opinions are
contradicted by another docttiney can only be rejectedttie ALJ provides specific and
legitimate reasons for doirgp, supported by substantealidence in the recordSee id A lack
of objective medical findinggreatment notes, and ration&tesupport a treating physician’s
opinions is a sufficient reasdor rejecting that opinionSee Chaudhry v. Astrué88 F.3d 661,
671 (9" Cir. 2012);Tonapetyan v. Halte242 F.3d 1144, 1149{ir. 2001). Additionally, the
ALJ may discount physicians’ opinions basedrdarnal inconsistencies, inconsistencies
between their opinions and otheidance in the record, or othiictors the ALJ deems material
to resolving ambiguitiesSee Morgan v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admi9 F.3d 595, 601-02(9
Cir. 1999).

Here, Dr. Parkman’s opinions are not uncontradictek, e.g.(AR 28) (citing (AR 74-

87, 89-104) (state agency reviewing medicalstdtants, Mack Stephenson, PhD., Michael
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Spackman, MD., Michael Dennis, PhD., and Leedquist, M.D., separately opine that, while
Petitioner does have medicallgtdrmined mental health impaiemts, he is not disabled)).
Therefore, the ALJ needs specific and legiierreasons for challenging Dr. Parkman’s
opinions, but no more than theee Moore v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Adn@R9 F.3d 920, 924
(9™ Cir. 2002) (“The ALJ could reject thapinions of Moore’s examining physicians,
contradicted by a nonexamining ploian, only for ‘specific antegitimate reasons that are
supported by substantial evidenin the record.”) (quotingester v. Chater81 F.3d 821, 830-
31 (9" Cir. 1995)). The ALJ met this standard.

Petitioner’'s understood personality impairnseindve been an unchanging constant over
time, straddling his amended alleigenset date. Yet, Petitionleas worked during this time and
has done so despite those sdim@ations (even if under somdat unusual circumstancesyee
supra This reality necessarily calls into questDr. Parkman’s claim that Petitioner is
altogether incapable of sustaiheork activity and, in and of if, represents a specific and
legitimate reason for discoung her contrary opinionsSee(AR 28) (ALJ stating that
Petitioner’s “personality dyahction has been long-standibgt the claimant proved this
dysfunction does not precludenhirom sustaining substantial gainful activity by working from
March 2015 through June 2016”). Similarly, Betier received unenimyment compensation
benefits subsequent to the arded alleged onset date; as thelAloted, “[ijn order to receive
those benefits, the claimant hadattest that he was ready, willj, and able to work,” which “is
inconsistent with his assertion that he sadlled.” (AR 25-26) (citing (AR 242)). Finally,
nothing in the record indicatesathPetitioner ever received amental health treatment for his
mental health problems. IndeBdtitioner himself does not evbalieve he needs mental health
treatment.See(AR 26) (ALJ stating: “The fact thalhe claimant recead no mental health

treatment for his mental health problems is mgistent with his allegations that they are
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disabling. If the claimant’s meaithealth problems were not seeenough to motivate him to
seek treatment, it is diffidt to accept his assertion that they are disablirfg.”).

With all this in mind, it isclear that Petitioner suffe from several impairments
(acknowledged as “severe” by the Als&€(AR 22)) that impact his @ity to work. However,
the ALJ provided specific, legitimate, reasdmisrejecting or questioning certain opinions
contained in the medical record. It follottat the ALJ would not give those opinions the
weight Petitioner argues that they desdnmut, importantly, sucbpinions clearly were
considered in the context of the surrounding record.

This Court’s review does not extend to resuivthe conflicting opinions and ultimately
deciding whether Petitioné once-and-for-all disabled as thatm is used within the Social
Security Act. Rather, this Court must decrdeether the ALJ’s determination that Petitioner is
not disabled is supported by the record. Intbord, there are cdidting medical opinions,
testimony, and accounts that infothe ALJ’s decisions on how to consider the various opinions.
The ALJ decided to discount certain opinions, whiediting others —éeping in mind the fact
that Petitioner’s conditions havet prevented him from workingefore. In short, the ALJ’'s
Decision is supported by clear atwhvincing, specific, and legitintereasons. Hence, because
the evidence can reasonably support the ALJ'slaosians in these respisg this Court will not
substitute its judgmaerior that of the ALJ’s even if thi€ourt were to hava different view.See

Richardson402 U.S. at 40IMatney 981 F.2d at 1019.

2 These factors also combine to justify theJAd credibility determination, to the extent
Petitioner claims he cannot work digehis mental impairment(ssee Holohan v. Massanari
246 F.3d 1195, 1208 {Cir. 2001) (to reject claimant®stimony, ALJ must make specific
findings stating clear and conving reasons for doing so) (citirReddick v. Chaterl57 F.3d
715, 722 (¥ Cir. 1998)).

3 It should be mentioned again that, during the February 14, 2018 hearing, the ALJ posed
a separate hypothetical qties to Mr. Gendreau witadditional limitations relating to
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V. CONCLUSION

The ALJ is the fact-finder and is solely responsible for weighing and drawing inferences
from facts and determining credibilityAllen, 749 F.2d at 579¢/incent ex. rel. Vincen?39 F.2d
at 1394;Sample 694 F.2d at 642. If the evidence isseptible to more than one rational
interpretation, one of which is the ALJ’s, aviewing court may not substitute its interpretation
for that of the ALJ.Key, 754 F.2d at 1549.

The evidence can reasonably and rationally support the ALJ’s well-formed conclusions,
even though such evidence mayshbisceptible to a different imretation. Accordingly, the
ALJ’s decisions as to Petitioner’s disabildiaim were based on proper legal standards and
supported by substantial evidence. Therefine Commissioner’s determination that Petitioner
is not disabled within the @aning of the Social Securifct is supported by substantial
evidence in the record andbased upon an application of proper legal standards.

The Commissioner’s desion is affirmed.

V. ORDER
Based on the foregoing, the decision & @ommissioner is AFRMED and this action
is DISMISSED in its entirety, with prejudice.

DATED: May 14, 2020

ﬂuw‘r.ﬂwﬁ—

Ronald E. Bush
Chief U.S. Magistrate Judge

Petitioner’s alleged (in)abilitie® interact with supervisors, coworkers, and the pul8iee(AR
29). Even with these more substantial limitatidls. Gendreau testified that jobs exist in the
national economy for such an impad hypothetical individualSee id Petitioner does not
address this circumstance.
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