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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERNDIVISION

AHMET MUSIC, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. )
) Case Nat:16-CV-1667SPM
)
)
NANCY A. BERRYHILL,*! )

Acting Commissioner of Social Security, )
Defendant. )

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This is an action under 42 U.S.C. 88 405(g) and 1383(fm(3ydicial review of the final
decision of Defendant Nancy A. Berryhill, the Acting Commissioner of Soe@li8y, denying
the application of PlaintifAhmet Music(“Plaintiff”) for Disability Insurance Benefits (“DIB”)
under Title Il of the Social Sadty Act, 42 U.S.C. 88 40&t seq.and for Supplemental Security
Income (“SSI”) under Title XVI of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 88 188%eq(the “Act”).
The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the undersigned magistrate judgaptos8 U.S.C.

8 636(c) (Doc. 16). Because | find the decision denying benelfiss supported by substantial

evidence, Will affirm the Commissioner’s denial of Plaintiff's application

1 Nancy A. Berrynhill is now the Acting Commissioner of Social SecuRtyrsuant to Rule 25(d)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Nancy A. Berryhill should be subdtitoteActing
Commissioner Carolyn W. Colvias the defendant in this suito further action needs to be taken
to continue this suit by reason of the last sentence of section 205(g) of the Sociy 8etw?2
U.S.C. § 405(9).
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l. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On March 11, 2013, Plaintiff applied for SSI dbtB, alleging that he had been unable to
work since October 12, 2010. (T13,718598). His applications were initially denied. (Tr. 200
04). Plaintiff filed a Request for Hearing by Administrative Law JuddeJ{A(Tr. 10708). On
September 23, 2015, after two hearings, the ALJ issued a decision finding Plaintiff btaddisa
(Tr. 6-25). On August 24, 2016, the Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's request for review. (Tr. 1-
4). Plaintiff has exhausted all administrative remedies, and the decisioa Afd stands as the
final decision of the Commissioner of the Social Security Administration.

Il FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff testified at two hearings before the ALJ. (Tr-28, 33-70). At the first, held on
March 31, 2015, Plaintiff testifietthat he haproblems including back pain and left knee pain that
limit his ability to sit, stand, and walk (Tr. 3®); sleep problems (Tr. 39, 4B); swelling in his
fingers (Tr. 40); numbness in his elbows (Tr. 40); and pain in hishetilder and nedkat causes
him difficulty in lifting his armoverhead and forwardTr. 41-42). Plaintiff worked most recently
as a machineperaor for nine years, which involved moving up to 150 pounds. (T4%)4He
stopped working écause of his knee injury. (Tr. 45). At the second hearing, hefeptember
15, 2015, Plaintiff testified that since the prior hearing, he had begun takiadicine for
depression and cholesterol issues and had been trying to do back exercises at hBe&&X)lr

On April 29, 2013, Plaintiff completed a Function Report. (Tr.-888 He indicated that
his conditions affected his ability to lift, squat, bend, stand, walk, sit, kneel, climd stmember,
concentrate, understand, follow instructions, and complete tasks; he did not indicate pvabitem
reaching. (Tr. 258). He stated that he can only lift eight pounds because his shattlslefTr.

258).



On July 8, 2013, Charles Mannis, M.D., conducted a consultative examination of Plaintiff.
(Tr. 392:401). Plaintiff's chief complaints were leftiee pain, back pain, and shoulder pain. (Tr.
391).Plaintiff reported fairly constant knee pain and intermittent knee swellihgnteaered with
his ability to squat and go up and down stairs. (Tr. 3®®as noted that there was “no definitive
history of injury to his neck, shoulders or back, although he complains of diffuse pain in the upper
back and the lower back and pain in his shoulders when he lifts.” (Tr. 39Ri8@Yiff attributed
this in some part to heavy work over a period of time. (Tr. 392). On examin@lentiff had a
slightly stiff-legged gait on the lefivith lack of normal heel/toe pusiff; exhibited diffuse
tenderness throughout the thoracic aed lower lumbar area; had full motion of his neck and
shoulders (but complained of pain with internal rotation of both shoulders); had diffuse @dema
all fingersandwas unable to make a complést; showed diffuse tenderness in the lumbar spine;
and had global tenderness in the left knee. (Tr..39B) grip strength was 4/5 bilaterally. (Tr.
392).Dr. Mannis’s diagnoses were degenerative arthritis of the left knee bieategenetae
arthritis of the lumbar spe, and bilateral shoulder pain. (Tr. 393). Dr. Maroospleted a
Medical Source Statnent in which he opined that Plainitibuld lift and carry up to 20 pounds
occaspnally and 10 pounds frequently; could sit for 30 minutes at a time without interruption and
for five hours in an eight-hour workday; could stand for 30 minutes at a time and for two hours in
an eighthour workday; could walk for 20 minutes at a time and one hour in arteghivorkday;
could frequentlyreach (other than overhead); and could occasionally reach oveheatle,
finger, feel, and push/pull. (Tr. 394-96).

A review of Plaintiffs medical treatment records dated during and shortlyebéie
alleged disability onset date shows Plaintiff has sought treatment for kmedopaar back pain,

shoulder pain, neck pain, headaches, sleep problems, hyperlipidemia, esophageaamdflux



mental symptomsThe Court will address additional specific recorggevant to the issues
presented by the parties’ briefs, as needed, in the discussion section below.

[ll.  STANDARD FOR DETERMINING DISABILITY UNDER THE ACT

To be eligible fo benefits under the Social Security Acglaimantmust prove he or she
is disabledPearsall v. MassanarR74 F.3d 1211, 1217 (8th Cir. 200Bgker v. Séy of Health
& Human Servs.955 F.2d 552, 555 (8th Cir. 1992). The Social Security Act defines as disabled
a person who is unable “to engage in any substantial gainful activity by reasonroédicgally
determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to regeatinor which has
lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not leskthaonths’ 42 U.S.C
88423(d)(1)(A); 1382c(a)(3)(A)see also Hurd v. Astrué21 F.3d 734, 738 (8th Cir. 2010he
impairment must be “of such severity thatis not only unable to do his previous work but cannot,
considering his age, education, and work experience, engage in any other kind of alibstanti
gainful work which exists in the national economy, regardless of whether such waigkiexthe
immediatearea in which he lives, or whether a specific job vacancy exists for him, or whethe
would be hired if he applied for work.” 42 U.S.C. 88 423(d)(2)(A); 13828)(B).

To determine whether a claimant is disabled, the Commissioner engagéiserstap
evaluation process. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a), 416.9Z¥#a)also McCoy v. Astrué48 F.3d
605, 611 (8th Cir. 2011) (discussing the fstep process). At Step One, the Commissioner
determines whether the claimant is currently engaging in “substantial lgaetifuty”; if so, then
heis not disabled. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(&)¢(L oy, 648 F.3d at 611At
Step Two, the Commissioner determines whether the claimant has a sevemnaanpaithich is
“any impairment or combination oimipairments which significantly limits [the claimant’s]

physical or mental ability to do basic work activities”; if the claimant does not hageeaes



impairment, he is not disableB0 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 404.1520(c), 416.920(a)(4)(ii),
416.920(c);McCoy, 648 F.3d at 611At Step Three, the Commissionevaluates whether the
claimant’s impairment meets or equals one of the impairments listed in 20 GaR.BR0#, Subpart
P, Appendix 1 (the “listings”). 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1%ay{4)(iii), 416.920(a)(4)(iii);McCoy, 648
F.3d at 611. If the claimant has such an impairment, the Commissioner will fincatimard
disabled; if not, the Commissioner proceeds with rist of the fie-step process. 20 C.F.R.
§§ 404.1520(d), 416.920(dylcCoy, 648 F.3d at 611.

Prior to Step Four, the Commissioner must assess the claimant’s “residuanfainc
capacity” (“RFC”), which is “the most a claimant can do dkesfhis or her] limitations.’"Moore
v. Astrue 572 F.3d 520, 523 (8th Cir. 2009) (citing 20 C.F.R. § 404.1545(a3BRals®0 C.FR.
88 404.1520(e), 416.920(&)t Step Four, the Commissioner determines whether the claimant can
return to his past relevant work, by comparing the dait's RFC with the physical and mental
demands of thelaimant’'s past relevant worR0 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iv), 404.1520(f),
416.920(a)(4)(iv), 416.920(HMcCoy, 648 F.3d at 611. If the claimant can perform his past
relevant work, he is not disabtefithe claimant cannot, the analy proceeds to the next stégp.
At Step Five, the Commissioner considers the claimant's RFC, age, education, &nd wor
experience to determine whether the claimant can make an adjustment to dkhiertianational
eonomy; if the claimant cannot make an adjustment to other workJdimeant will be found
disabled. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(v), 416.920(a)(@Weoy, 648 F.3d at 611.

Through Step Four, the burden remains with the clairt@mmprove that he is disabled.
Moore 572 F.3d at 523At Step Five, the burden shifts to the Commissioner to establish that,

given the claimant'®FC,age, education, and work experience, there are a significant number of



other jobs in the national econgrthat the claimant can perforra.; Brock v. Astrug674 F.3d
1062, 1064 (8th Cir. 2012).

IV.  THE ALJ’ SDECISION

Applying the foregoing fivestep analysis, th&LJ herefound thatPlaintiff met the insured
status requementsof the Act through December 31, 3015, and hademgiagedn substantial
gainful activity during the period froitms alleged onset date of October 12, 2010, through the date
of the decision. (Tr. 11). The ALJ found that Plairtidid the severe impairmsof post-taumatic
stress disorder, degenerative disc disease, and degenerative joint diseasehfasteof left
knee); and thaPlaintiff did not have an impairment or combination of impairments that meets or
medically equals the severity of one oétlisted impairments in 20 C.F.BR.4M, Subpart P,
Appendix 1 (Tr. 11-12). The ALJ found thaPlaintiff had the RFC to perform and sustain light
work as defined in 20 C.F.B8 404.1567(band § 416.967(b), with several additional restrictions.
(Tr. 13). Plaintiff could lift and/or carry up to 20 pounds occasionally and 10 pounds frggquent!
could stand and/or walk six hours total in an eigbur workday;could sit six hourgotal in an
eighthour workday; could not climb ladders, ropes, or scaffolds; could not kneel, crouch, or crawl;
could perform simple instructions (with any communications translated into Bastoaiig have
only occasional contact with the general public, coworkers, and supervisors; and could adapt t
routine work changes. (Tr. 13). Relying on the testimony of a vocational expert, dhfouid
that Plaintiff was unable to perform any past relevant work but that there wergadithehat
existed in sigrficant numbers in the national economy that Plaintiff could perform, including
representative occupations sushgarmet sorter, marker, and small products assempler 19-
21). The ALJ concluded that Plaintiff was not under a disability, as defipdidebAct, between

October 12, 2010, through the date of the decigibm21).



V. DISCUSSION

Plaintiff raiseswo arguments in support of lesim: (1) that the ALJ committed reversible
error by failing to findhis degenerative joint disease of the lsfioulderto be a “severe”
impairment and (2) that the ALJ committed reversible error by posing to the vocatixpet e
hypothetical question that was inadequate because itafithclude limitations with 1spect to
Plaintiff's left shoulder.

A. Standard for Judicial Review

The decision of the Commissioner must be affirmed if it complies with the relevaht lega
requirements and is supported by substantial evidenteeirecord as a whol8ee42 U.S.C.
88 405(g); 1383(c)(3Richardson v. Peralegd02 U.S. 389, 401 (1971HateFires v. Astruge564
F.3d 935, 942 (8th Cir. 20Q%Estes v. Barnhay275 F.3d 722, 724 (8th Cir. 2002%ubstantial
evidence ‘is less than a preponderance, but enough that a reasonable mind npghs ackuate
to support a conclusion.’Renstrom v. Astrye680 F.3d 1057, 1063 (8th Cir. 2012) (quoting
Moore 572 F.3d at 522). In determining whether substantial evidence supports the
Commissioner’s decision, the court considers both evidence that supports that deaision

evidence that detracts from that decisidnHowever, the court “do[es] not reweigh the evidence
presented to the ALJ, and [it] defer[s] to the ALJ’'s determinations regatuengrédibility of
testimony, as long as those determinations are supported by good reasons andasubstanti
evidence.”Id. at 1064 (quotingsonzales v. Barnhard65 F.3d 890, 894 (8th Cir. 2006))f, "

after reviewing the record, the court finds it is possible to draw two incongisteitibns from the
evidence and one of those positions represents the ALJ’s findings, the cawatfrmaghe ALJ’s

decision.”Partee v. Astrug638 F.3d 860, 863 (8th Cir. 2011) (quotiagff v. Barnhart421 F.3d

785, 789 (8th Cir. 2005)).



B. The ALJ Did Not Err by Failing to Find Plaintiff's Lef t Shoulder
Impairment Was a Severe Impairment

Plaintiff's first argument is thate ALJcommitted reversible error by failing to find that
degenerative joint disease of the left shoulder was one of Plaintifesesaupairments. Plaintiff
argues that the medical evidence and Plaintiff’'s testimony support a findtrigsheft shoulder
impairment caused pain that significantly limits his ability to do wetkted activities.

“It is the claimant’s burden to establish that his impairment or combination oirnmgrds
are severe.Kirby v. Astrue 500 F.3d705, 707(8th Cir. 2007). To be conglered severe, an
impairment must “significantly limit[] [the claimant’s] physical or mental ability to dadasrk
activities.” 20 C.F.R. §404.1520(c), 416.920(c¥yee alsdocial Security Ruling (SSF6-3p
1996 WL 374181, at *1 (July 2, 1996An impairment is not severe if it amounts only to a slight
abnormality that would not significantly limit the claimanphysical or mental ability to do basic
work activities.”Kirby, 500 F.3dat 707. The Eighth Circuit has noted that “gsferityis not an
onerous requirement for the claimant to meet, but it is also not a toothless standjing, Bigthth
Circuit] hgs] upheld on numerous occasions the Commissistigding that a claimant failed to
make this showing.ld. at 708.

After review of the recordthe Court finds substantial evidence to support the ALJ's
determination that Plaintiff’'s shoulder pain was ngesaere impairment. A review of the record
shows that Plaitiff's complaints of shoulder pain weintermittent anthatthe objective findings
related to his shoulder impairment weygically normal or mild At a visit to his doctoon October
26, 2010, two weeks after the alleged disability onset date, Plaintiff did mbiomany shoulder
issues, and his doctor noted that he couldrk & alevel of full duty.” (Tr. 31920). Plaintiff also
did not mention any shoulder issuesafsitto his nurse practitioner in December 2010. (Tr. 18,

359). Six months later, m June 30, 2011, Plaintiff saw his nurse practitioner and complained of



several gmptoms, including pain in his left shoulder with movement. (Tr. 3%ih Ras elicited

on motion of the shouldegrepitus was foundand Celebrex was prescribed. (Tr. 38).
However, at dllow-up visits in August 2011 and September 2@ajntiff did not mention any
shoulder pain. (Tr. 347, 350). Plaintiff again complained of left shoulder pain with movement in
February 2012, andvas prescribed Celebrex and referred to orthopefticshis shoulder
impairment (Tr. 343, 34546). However, at his next visit in August 2012, Plaintiff returned and
did not complain of shodér pain, justower back pain and knee paitwas noted that “he wants

to apply for disability because of knee pain and back p&lm.”33839). His nurse practitioner
noted that he had not gone to his orthopedjgpointment. (Tr. 338). In November 2012, he
mentionedshoulder pairfalong with other symptoms), but on examinatiorabnormalities were
noted in his shoulders, and it was again noted that he had not gonertbdypedics appointment.

(Tr. 332, 334). At visits in January 2013, Plaintiff did not mention shoulder issues, and on
examination his joints had normal ranges of motion without deformity. (Tr332884).At a

visit in March 2013, it was noted that Plaintiff had chronic lawskband shoulder pain, but on
examination his shoulders showed no abnormalities, no pain was elicited from mottmn of
shoulder, and his strength svaormal. (Tr. 24-25). At a July 2013 consultative examination,
Plaintiff reported left knee pain, back pain, and shoulder pain, and examination shawedipai
internal rotation of both shoulders, but he had a full range of motion in the shoulders. (Tr. 392).
Plaintiff returnel to his nurse practitiondor follow-up in Octobe2013and complained of back
pain, but not shoulder pain. (Tr. 438).In Februaryand July 2014, Plaintiff complained of right
and left upper back paor shoulder paiand had tenderness on palpatibthetrapezius muscles.

(Tr. 42122, 42829). In November 2014, Plaintiff reported back pain from the neck down but did

not mention shoulder pain. (Tr. 416). In January 2015, Plaintiff reported elbow, back, and knee



pain butdid not mentionshoulder problems. (Tr. 4115). In April 2015, left shoulder Xays
showed no fracture or dislocation, no soft tissue abnormality, and only mild degendratige<
(Tr. 448).

In light of Plaintiff's inconsistent complaints of shoulder pain—often with gajss\adral
months in which he did not even mention shoulder pain to his treatment prevatetshe largely
mild to normalobjective findings in the record, the Court finds substantial evidence in the recor
to support the ALJ’s finding that Plaintiff’'s shoeldimpairment did not significantly limit his
ability to do basic work activities and thus was not a severe impairment. Moreoveassuening
arguendathat the ALJ erred inot finding Plaintiff's shoulder impairment to be sevemy such
error was harmess in light of the fact that the ALJ’s considered the evidence related to Printiff
shoulder impairment in assessing Plaintiff's RMhere, as here, th&lLJ findsin a claimant’s
favor at Step Two by findingny severe impairment, the ALJ must proceéth the next step in
the dsability evaluation procesS§ee20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4), 416.920(a)(A)determining
the claimant’s RFQater in the fivestep process, the Alrdust consider the limitations caused by
all of the claimant’s impairments, both severe and serere20 C.F.R. 88 404.1545(a)(@)We
will consider all of your medically determinable impairments of which we asregvincluding
your medically determinable impairments that are not “severe,” daiesg in 88 404.1520(c),
404.1521, and 404.1523, when we assess your residual functional c8pakity.945(a)(2 That
is what the ALJ did herdhe ALJdiscussed the medical evidence related to Plaintiff's shoulder
impairments at several points in tREC analysis, specifically noting Plaintiff’'s complaints of
shoulder pain to Dr. Mannis and othdnsdings in the record regarding Plaintiff's range of motion
in the shoulders, and-ray imagingof Plaintiff's shoulders(Tr. 16-18). The ALJ specifically

noted thathe limitation to light work with postural limitatiorteok into consideration “all of the

10



claimant’s medical[ly] determinable impairmenmisluding the norsevere impairments(Tr. 18)
(emphasis added). Even assuming that the ALJ erred by not finding Plaintiff's shoulde
impairmentto be a severe impairment, such error was harmless in light of the fagtté¢tfatind
other severe impairments and considered Plainsfisuldemproblems inthe RFC analysisSee,
e.g, Givansv. Astrue No. 4:10CV-417-CDP, 2012 WL 1060123, at *17 (E.D. Mo. March 29,
2012) (holding that even if the ALJ erred in failing to find one of the plaintiff's impets to be
severe, the error was harmless because the ALJ found other severe impandestssidered
both those impairments and the plaintiff's regvere impairments when determining Plaintiff’s
RFC).

For all of the above reasons, Plaintiff's first argument is without merit.

C. The Question the ALJ Posed to the Vocational Expert Was Adequate

Plaintiff's secondargument is that the Alidhproperly relied on an answer to a hypothetical
guestion to the vocational expert tidat not include limitations related to Plaintiff's left shoulder
impairment As discussed above, at Step Five, the Commissioner bears the burden of establishing
that the claimant maintains the RFC to perform a significant number of jobs within theahatio
economyPearsall v. Massanari2z74 F.3d 1211, 1219 (8th C#001).The ALJ may rely on the
testimony of a vocational eert to meet that burdehd. “Testimony from a vocational expert is
substantial evidence only when the testimony is based on a correctly phrased ivgbginestion
that captures the concrete consequences of a clagmiiciencies Collins v. Astrue648 F.3d
869, 872 (8tICir. 2011) (quotingCox v. Astrug495 F.3d 614, 620 (8th Cir. 2007))

At the hearing, the ALJ described to the vocational expert an individual of Rlsiagé,

education, work history, and RFC, and the vocational expert responded with three jobs such a

11



individual could perform. (Tr. 667). The ALJ relied on the response to that question in finding
Plaintiff not disabled at Step Five.

To support his argumerhat the hypothetical question was inadequBteintiff relies
primarily onNewton v. Chate2 F.3d 688 (8th Cir. 1996), in which the Eighth Circuit found that
a hypothetical question posed to a vocational expert was inadequate because indiddeany
mention ofthe plaintiff' sdeficiencies of concentratiopersistence, or padel. at 69495. Plaintiff
argues that here, similarly, the ALJ improperly relied on a hypotheticatigoehat did not
include any limitations related to Plaintiff's left shouldBlewtonis inapposite. IMNewton the
Court noted thtathere was “no dispute” that the plaintiff suffered from deficiencies of
concentration, persistence, and pace that were not mentioned in the hypothetiwal, caresthat
ALJ evenstated in his decision that the plaintififten” had deficiencies of caentration,
persistence, or packl. at 695. Here, in contrast,is not undisputed that Plaintiff had limitations
related to the left shoulder that were not accounted for by the lifting,ir@rgnd climbing
limitations in the RFC anthe hypotheticalquestion. Notably, the ALJ diabtstate in his decision
that Plaintiff had particular limitations related to his left shoulmirond those mentioned in the
RFC and hypothetical questidnstead, the ALJ simply did not find credible Plaintiff’s allegas
of shoulder limitations more severe than those reflected iniftimg, carrying, and climbing
limitations in theRFC and hypothetical question.

Although Plaintiff does not specifically challenge the ALJ’s RFC findihgppears that
he may be arguing th#te ALJ’s decision not to include additional left shoulder limitations in the
RFC (and corresponding hypothetical question) was not supported by substantialesyittenc
review of the record, the Court finds that substantial evidence supports thedateFsiination

that any limitations related to Plaintiff's left shoulder impairment were adequai=yated for

12



by the limitationthat Plaintiff could only lift and/or carry up to 20 pounds occasionally and 10
poundsfrequently and could not climb ladders, ropes, or scafféldsliscussed above, the ALJ
expressly discussed the medical and other evidence related to Plahtffilsler impairment. (Tr.
16-18). The lifting limitations in the RFC and hypothetical questimirror the findings of
consultative examiner, Dr. Mannis. (Tr. 394). In addition, the objective findinggedeta
Plaintiff's shoulder impairment were often normal or mild, showing that Plaintiffehaormal
range of motion (384, 392); only mild demzative changes on-day (Tr. 448); normal strength
(Tr. 325); and no shoulder abnormalities on examination. (Tr. 325). These objective findings
support the ALJ’s determination that Plaintiff's allegations of shoulder pai@ mat as limiting
as aleged.See Goff v. Barnhgrd21 F.3d 785, 792 (8th Cir. 2005) (holding that it was proper for
the ALJ to consider unremarkable or mild objective medical findings as ome fiacissessing
credibility of subjective complaints). Moreove®aintiff's complants of shoulder pain were
infrequent,with many visits where Plaintiff complained of no shoulder girall. Plaintiff's
infrequent complaints related to his shoulder pain undermine ims ttlat his pain was disabling.
SeeKelley v. Barnhart372 F.3d 958, 961 (8th Cir. 2004){ftequent treatment is also a basis for
discounting a claimatg subjective complainty. Additionally, as the ALJ noted, Plaintiff was
referred to orthopedics for his shoulder issleghis nurse practitioner repeatedly noted that he
did not go to his orthopedics appointment; this also undermines Plaintiff's claidisading
shoulderpain (Tr. 15, 334, 338, 3465ee Julin v. Colvind26 F.3d 1082, 1087 (8th Cir. 2016)
(finding that a failure to follow recommeed course of treatment weighed against the credibility
of the plaintiff's subjective complaints).

The Court acknowledges that the ALJ did not include in the RFdirfigtions in

reaching, handling, feeling, pushing, and pulling found in the opinioorafudtative examiner Dr.

13



Mannis. However, the ALJ expressly discussed Dr. Mannis’s opinion in dethgave it only
partial weight, finding that Dr. Mannis’s repdfailed to reveal the type of significant clinical and
laboratory abnormalities one would expect if the claimant were in fact edsa@ir. 16, 19) That
conclusion was reasonable and supported by the evidence, including Dr. Mannis’s fihdings
Plaintiff had a full range of motion in his neck and shoulders (albeit with a complainthoivighi
intemal rotation of both shoulders); had no clubbing or cyanosis in his upper extremities; had full
extension of his fingers; had normal sensation; and had grip strength that waxf 8.d{tr. 16,
392). It was permissible for the Altd discount this opinion as unsupported by Dr. Mannis’s own
findings. Cf. Davidson v. Astrues78 F.3d 838, 843 (8th Cir. 20000 is permissible for an ALJ
to discount an opion of a treating physician that is inconsistent with the physician’s clinical
treatment notes.”).

For the above reasons, the Court finds substantial evidence to support the ALJ's RFC
determination, as reflected in the hypothetical question posed to the vocationglangbérwill
not reverse that decisioBeeHowe v. Astrug499 F.3d 835, 839 (8th Cir. 2007) (“If substantial
evidence supports the ALJ’s decision, we will not reverse it merely becehstardial evidence
would have supported a contraytcome or because we might have decided the casesdiffer
in the first instance.”)Because the hypothetical to the VE adequately captured the consequences
of Plaintiff s impairments that were supported by the record, the response to that hgalotheti
guestion constitutes substantial evidence to support the ALJ’s finding at Stefdevieobson v.
Astrue 526 F.3d 389, 393 (8tlir. 2008) (finding substantial evidence supedrthe ALJs
conclusion at step five where the AEhypothetical posed todVE contained all of the concrete

consequences of the plaintdfphysical deficiencies).
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VI.  CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court finds the ALJ’s decision is supported by
substantial evidencéccordingly,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED , ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the decision of the

Commissioner of Social SecurityAs=FIRMED .

A4, 00

SHIRLEY PADMORE MENSAH
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

Dated thisl3th day of March, 2018.
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