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NOT FOR PUBLICATION

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

MIGUEL A. COSME Civil Action No.: 18<v-01327
Plaintiff,
v OPINION
COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY
Defendant.

CECCHI, District Judge.

Miguel A. Cosme(“Plaintiff”’) appead a decision bythe Commissioner of the Social
Security Administration (*Commissioner®lenying hisapplications for Disability Insurance
Benefits (“DIB”) and Supplemental Security Income (“S3IiderTitles 1l and XVI of the Social
Security Act (“SSA”) ECF No. 1.Nooral argumentvas heard. Fed. R. Civ. P. 78. For the reasons
set forth belowthe decision of thA&dministrative Law Judge (“ALJ") is affirmed.

l. BACKGROUND

A. Factual Background

Plairtiff, an adult male, was born on January 10, 1972.at 34. Plaintifhasan eleventh
grade education and previously worked dsr&lift driver and as daborer assembling windows
in a factory. Id. at 4649. In April 2014, Plaintiff experienced chest pains, and his doctors forbade
him to lift more than ten poundkie to his condition. Id. at 49. He subsequently underwent open
heart surgerin May 2014 to correct congestion of his coronary arteries. 88,at9-50. Plaintiff
testified that after his surgery he continued to experience chest and back pati®0ld.He also
reported only being able:tsit in a chair for ten to fifteen minutes at a tjrs&and in one place for

about fifteen minutes, anglalk around for terto fifteen minutes before he must stap his legs

L«Tr.” refers to the certified record of the administrative proceedings. ¥ .
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and feet get swollerld. at 56-51. Plaintiff testifiedthat he must rest foabout fifteen minutes
before the swellingubsidesandhe canwalk again. Id. at 51Plaintiff also statedhat hecannot
lift more than ten pounds without pain do household chores, and that his chest hurts when he
reachestraightout or over his head. Id. at-832. Plaintiff testified that he suffers from anxiety
and depression. Id. at 5Rle statedthat he hears voices calling his name, that he is nervous around
people, and that harely leaves hisomeas a resultld.

B. Procedural History

OnJune 52014 Plaintiff appliedfor DIB underTitle 1l of the SSA and on June 6, 2014,
he applied folSSI undeiTitle XVI, alleging an onset date of May 5, 2014 in both. Id. at 28. The
applications were denied initially and on reconsiderationPldintiff requested@ hearingoefore
an ALJ which waseldon August 25, 2016. Id. a459. On October 20, 2016, the ALJ issued
anopinion concluding that Plaintiff was not disableter the SSAt anypointfrom May 5, 2014
up to present. Id. at 286. Plaintiffrequestdreview by the Appeals Counaithichwas denied
on November 27, 2017. Id. at He thenfiled this action fojudicial review of the ALJ decision.

Il. LEGAL STANDARD

A. Standard of Review

District courts have jurisdiction to review final decisidnysthe Commissioner. 42 U.S.C.
88 405(g),1383(c)(3). The Coumjives deference to administrative findingsmddoesnot “re-
weigh the evidence or impose [its] own factual determinatid@isandle v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec.
667 F.3d 356, 359 (3d Cir. 201%8ge42 U.S.C. § 405(g)Still, the Courtmust examine thieecord
as awvholeto determine whether the ALJ’s findings were supported by substantial eviBeeter
v. Barnhart 326 F.3d 376, 379 (3d Cir. 2003)Substantial evidenceaheans “more than a mere

scintilla,” or “such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a
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conclusion.”ld. (citation omitted) seeDaniels v. AstrueNo. 081676, 2009 WL 1011587, at *2
(M.D. Pa. Apr. 15, 2009) (quotingonsolo v. Fed. Mar. Conim 383 U.S. 607, 620 (1966()'In
an adequately developed factual record substantial evidence magrbething less than the
weight of the evidence, and the possibility of drawing two inconsistent conclusionghfeom
evidence does not prevent an administrative agerityding from being supported by substantial
evidence”). Thus,the Court will notdisruptan ALJ’s decision merely because it would have
reached differentconclusionCruz v. Comm’r of Soc. Se244 F. App’x 475, 479 (3d Cir. 2007).
B. Determining Disability
To be eligible for SSA benefits, an individual must meet the definition of “disakileat,”
is, “he isunable to engage in any substang@ainful activity by reason of any medically
determinable physical or mental impairment which can be expected to resulhimdedich has
lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less than twelve’manihS.C.
88§ 1382c(aff)(A), 423(d)(1)(A). The inquiry for disability is whether the individuafhysical
or mental impairment or impairments are of such severity that he is not only unabléni® d
previous work but cannot, considering his age, education, and work exgergmgage in any
other kind of substantial gainful work which exists in the national ecorion.
88 1382c(a)(3)(B), 423(d)(2)(Ayeealsoid. 88 423(d)(3), 1382c(a)(3)(D) (defining “physical or
mental impairment” as “an impairment that results from anatomical, physiological, or
psychological abnormalities which are demonstrable by medically acceptable chmidal
laboratory diagnostic technigg). Disability determinationsnust be individualized and based

on evidence cited at a hearirf@ykes v. ApfeR28 F.3d 259, 262 (3d Cir. 2000).
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C. Sequential Evaluation Process

The Social Security Administratiarses a five-step sequential evaluatipnocessto decide
disability claims.20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.92Birst, the ALJlearnswhether theclaimantis
currentlyengaged irsubstantiafjainful activity.Sykes228 F.3d at 262. Secondhiis not, the
ALJ ascertainsvhether thelaimanthas aseverampairment thasignificantlylimits his ability to
work. Id. Third, if he hasm@aimpairment, the AL&onsidersf, based on the medical evidence, his
impairment meets the criteria afimpairment listed irR0 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix
1 (the “Listings”) which are impairments that result inpeesumption of disabilityld. If his
impairment is notisted,the ALJ determinghow much residual functional capacity (“RFC”) the
claimanthasdespite s impairment.Id. at 26@2-63. Fourth, the ALJ consideif theclaimanthas
enoughRFC toperform hs past work.Id. Fifth, if not,the ALJ determingewhether therexists
other work in the national economy tblaimantcan performld. The ALJ proceeds through the
stepauntil it is determinedvhether the claimant @r is not disabled. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4),
416.920(a)(4). The claimant bears the burden of proof at steps one, two, aBykeg28 F.3d
at 263 & n.2. Neither party bears the burden of proof at step threeheadbinmissioner bears
the burden of proddt step fiveld.

II. DISCUSSION

A. Summary of the ALJ’s Decision

At step one, the ALJ found that Plaintiff met 88A’sinsured status requirements through
September 30, 2@landthathe had not engaged in substantial gainful activity sithesalleged
onset datef May 5, 2014. Tr. at 30. At step two, the Alalindthat Plaintiffhad tree severe
impairments: coronary artery disease with status pasionary artery bypaggaft, depression,

and anxiety. Id.At step three, the ALdeterminedhat Plaintiff did not have an impairment or
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combination of impairments that met or medically equaled the severity of a listed imuaiane
at 30-31. The ALJ concluded that Plaintifadthe RFC to perform sedentary wak definedy
SSAregulations butvas limited tasimpleandrepetitive workinvolving no contact with the public
andminimal contact with coworkers and supervisors. Id. at 32. At step four, théolbd that
Plaintiff was unable to perform any past relevant work. Id. at 34. At step five, the ALJtfaind
considering hisge, education, work experience, and RFC, @fistedin significant numbers in
the national economy thBtaintiff could performld. at 35. Thus, the ALJ concluded that Plaintiff
was not disabled under the SSA at ime from thealleged onset date to the date of decision. Id.

B. Analysis

Plaintiff argues thathe ALJ’s decisionwas not supported by substantial evidence and must
be vacatedThe Court will address each of Plaintiff's arguments in turn. Furte@laintiff does
not challengehe ALJ’s conclusions ateps one, two, or four, the Court will not address them.

1. The ALJ’s Listings Analysis

a. Cardiovascular Impairment

Plaintiff argueghatthe ALJ'sfinding at step three regardimgs cardiovascular impairment
was so deficienthat it preventghe opportunity for meaningful judicial revieieCF No. 13 (“Pl.
Br.”) at 12-15 Specifically, Plainff assertshatthe ALJ “did not share his analysis of the cardiac
listing nor list the deficiencies he found and merely stateddhattiff's impairment failed to meet
the listing.” Id. at 15. The Couwtill affirm the step three determinati@s it indsthat the ALJ’'s
analysis was based on substantial evidence and is sufficient to provide j@icel. r

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ’s Listing analysis was deficient under Third Circuit law. Id.
at 13 (citingBurnett v. Comrn of Soc Sec, 220 F.3dL12 (3d Cir. 200Q)Diaz v. Comnr of Soc

Sec, 577 F.3d 500 (3d Cir. 2009))n Burnett thecourtvacated and remanded ALJ decision
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as its step three analysis consisted only of @melasory statement that the plaintiff's condition
“failed to equal the level of severity of any disabling condition contained in [the Listing@)
F.3d at 119.However,the rule fromBurnetthas been clarified bsubsequent case lanan ALJ

is not required to adhere to a particular format in conducting a step three anatysistglaag must
“ensure that there is sufficient development of the record and explanatiowliof$ to permit
meaningful review. Jones v. Barnhayt364 F.3d 501, 505 (3d Cir. 2004ge alsdNisniewski v.
Comm’r of Soc. Sec210 F. App’x 177, 180 (3d Cir. 200§)We have never required an
administrative law judge to identify or analyze the most relevant listingnstead the district
court looks at the ALJ’s decision as a whole and will find that the ALJ has dischaiged
responsibilities wherthe ALJ reviewedmedical records and discuddbe evidencepertaining to
the plaintiff's health conditiorOchs v. Comm’r of Soc. Set87 F. Appx 186, 189 (3d Cir. 2006)
(affirming gep three Listings analysis where ALJ thoroughly revieplaihtiff’'s condition and
medical records andlfscussed the evidence pertainingha'back injury).

Here, the ALJconsidered the section 4.Q@stings for cardiovascular impairmentand
thoroughlyreviewedthe medical evidenaelevantto Plaintiff’'s cardiovascular injuryTr. at 31—
33. The ALJ considered Plaintiff’'s cardiovascular disease, coronary arteagsbgprgery, and
the postsurgical progress of hisiless. Id. at 33. In particuldhe ALJ notechn exam in August
2014 by Rambhai C. Patel, M.PDr. Patel”) whichrevealed no evidence of heart failure and a
normal sinus rhythmen exam inSeptember 201ghowingnormal S1 and S2 sounds wrdgular
rate and rhythmandPlaintiff's April 2016 nuclear stress test, which showed “a normal ejection
fraction of 63% with a normal resting ECGd. Thus, he ALJ'sreview ofthe evidenceshows

sufficient development of the medical recasdit pertais toPlaintiff’'s cardiovascular impairment,
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and the Court finds that there was substantial evidence to support the ALJ’'s contiiasithe
available medical evidence did rsattisfythe section 4.00 listing criteria.
b. Obesity

Plaintiff argues thathe ALJ's step three analysis waksodeficientasit failed to consider
Plaintiff's obesity pursuant Social Security Ruling (“SSR”}X)2 PI. Br. at 15-16. The Court
finds, however, that the ALJ was under no obligation to further consider Plaintiéi&tphere.

In the Third Circuit, oncan ALJ identifies obesity as a severe impairment at step two, the
ALJ must consider it individually and in combination with the claimant’'s atheairments at
step three and at each subsequent Bieggz, 577 F.3dat503. The ALJ must discuss the evidence
of the claimant’s obesity andust sufficientlyexplain the reasonirtg “enablemeaningful judicial
review.” Id. at 504. By contrastwhere neither the claimant nor the ALJ has identified obesity as
a severe impairment, the ALJ is under no such obligation, and thus, remand is not relgeieed w
an ALJ fails to discuss the alleged obesity, as further discussion of it “would exitthf outcome
of the case.Rutherford v. Barnhart399 F.3d 546, 53 (3d Cir. 2005)denying remandsneither
claimant nor ALJ identified obesity as anpairment anctlaimant did noexplain how further
consideration on remand would change the ALJ’s diggliétermination).

Here, Plaintiff didnot list obesityin his disability report. Tr. at 23(isting only “high
blood pressure, high cholesterol, heart condition” when asK@iist all of the physical or mental
conditions. . .that limit your abiliyy to work”). Plaintiff alsodid not mention obesity at thearing
before theALJ. Id. at 44-56. FurthermorePlaintiff has notexplainechow further consideration
of his obesitywouldimpactthe ALJ sanalysisof Plaintiff's impairmentsRutherford 399F.3d at
553;see als@antini v. Comm’r of Soc. Seblo. 085348, 2009 WL 3380319, at *6 (D.N.J. Oct.

15, 2009)aff'd, 413 F. App’x 517 (3d Cir. 2011) The problem for Plaintiff . .is that she has
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pointed to no medical evidence of record thatdesity has caused a substantial or relevant-work
related limitation of her functioningAbsent that, the ALJ could not have come to any other
conclusion at step fodj. As Plaintiff has not explainedow his obesity impacts hfanctioning
or ability to workor identifiedmedical evidencef thesame further analysis dfis obesity would
not affect the outcome of this cased theCourt will not remand

Thus,the Court findghe ALJ’s conclusionthat Plaintiff did not have an impairment or
combinatian of impairments that met or medically equaled the severity of a Listeairimgni
rational and supported by substantial evidence. Accordingly, the @durhot disturb this
finding.

2. Medical Opinion Evidence

Plaintiff argues that thAL J discountedhe opiniong of Marc Fisk, DO(“Dr. Fisk”) and
Olayinka M. Aramide MSN, APN-BC (“Dr. Aramide™®) in the RFC analysis. PI. Br. at 1The
Court finds that the ALproperly analyzethe medical opinion evidence and will not remand.

a. Dr. Fisk

On October 20, 2014, Dr. Fisk completed a Residual Functional Capacity Questipnnaire
and opined on various aspects of Plaindiffapacity Tr. at 376-81 The ALJconsideredt and
afforded itweight. d. at 33. Irthequestionnaire, Dr. Fisitated that & had treateBlaintiff since
April 27, 2014 andopined thaPlaintiff did nothavemarked limitation of physical activity, was

“[c] apable of low streg®bs; andthat Plaintiff's “functional limitations [were] minimal.ld. at

2 Plaintiff alsoclaimsthe ALJ “negatf]” the reports of Dr. Patel aft. Alexander lofin PI. Br.

at 16 The record indicates, however, that #le] consideredboth regorts. Tr. at 3334. Further,
neither physiciamppears to havepined onPlaintiff's RFC.

3 While the record and partiesfer toOlayinka M. Aramideas “Dr. Aramid¢’ sheis in factan
Advanced Practice Nurs&APN-BC”) with aMaster’s of Scienca Nursing (MSN”). Se€Tlr. at
382.
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376—78. Dr. Fisk notetthat Plaintiffcould sit and stand for more than two hoatra time during
an eighthour workday? Id. at 379. Further, Dr. Fisstatedthat Plaintiff's impairments hadot
lasted and could not lexpected to last at least twelve months. Id. 8t 3lhus, Dr. Fisk’s opinion
supports the ALJ'gleterminationthat Plaintiff was not disablecandthe ALJ was correct in
affording t weight. As Plaintiff has neither explained, nor is it clear h@w, Fisk s opinionwould
produce a different outcome on remand if accorded additional wéightourt will not remand
b. Dr. Aramide

On August 15, 2016Dr. Aramide completed a Mental Impairment Residual Capacity
Evaluation Questionnaire, opining dHaintiff's mental health and RFQd. at 41718. Dr.
Aramidenotedthat Plaintiff hadpoor memory, panic attacks, anhedodiecreased energy, and
difficulty thinking or concentrating. Id. at 41Bhealsoopined that Plaintiff would have difficulty
working at a regular job on a sustained basis and thatvenage, he would be absent from work
more than three times per monith. at 418.Dr. Aramide concluded that Plaintiff's “restriction of
activities of daily living” was slight, thatis “poor social functioning” was moderate, and that his
“deficienciesof concentration, etc.” and “episodes of decompensation” were both marked. Id.

The ALJconsideredDr. Aramide’s opinion andgave itlittle weight becauset was not
supported by any clinical findingkl. at 34. Plaintiff argues that theport wasn fad supported
by treatment notethat the ALJ could have “easily” requested pursuahidduty to develop the
record.Pl. Br. at 17182 Plaintiff assertshat the Courmustremando the ALJ tcfurther develop

the record. Id. at 18. However, remanafiproper as th€ourt findsthat even in his supplemental

4 Plaintiff's assertion thabr. Fiskreported thaPlaintiff could*“sit for not more than two hours”
(PI. Br.at 13, misreads the record as Dr. Fisk clearly cirdleel questionnairéo indicatethat
Plaintiff couldsit for “more than” two hour§Ir. at 379.

® Theparties submittedupplemental briefing on this issi@eECF Nos. 17-109.
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briefing, Plaintiff has notshownthe existence of other evidengeoffered the allegedly missing
notes tahis Court or otherwisadlemonstrate@rejudicedue toanomission from thé\LJ’s record

At least one court in this Circuit has requieedaintiff to show clear evidence of prejudice
to remandor anALJ’s failure toadequately develop the record.Harring v. Colvin theplaintiff,
who wasnot representely counseht herALJ hearing arguedhat ‘the ALJ did not updatgher]
medical records, did not encouradeer] to obtain and present recent medical records, did not
‘explain to hei that she also had a right to ask questions of thé &tf] did not inite [her] to
ask questions of the VE.” 181 F. Supp. 3d 258 @1.D. Pa. 2014).There, thecourtexplained
thatwhile 42 U.S.C. 805(g) allows a district court to ordératnew evidence be brought before
the Commissionerthe evidencemust bematerial (“sentence six”) Id. at 272. The court
determined that a showing of prejudice was required for a remand based ortdailevelop the
recordbecauséallowing a claimant to secure a remand for failing to develop the reconduwtit
any showing of prejudice would allow a back door around the materiality requirement tefreceen
six remand.1d. Thus, the court held that it would not remandaorALJ’sfailure to adequately
develop the record absent “clear evidence of prejudidedt 273;see alsoUnited States ex rel.
Doggett v. Yeagerd72 F.2d 229, 238 (3d Cir. 1973) (noting that courts require a showing of
identifiable prejudice fodue process deprivatiaiaims).

Here, unlike inHerring, Plaintiff was represented by counsel before thd. ATr. at 44.
Thus, the ALJ’s duty tdevelop the record waess exacting thafor apro seclaimant.Cf. Reefer
326 F.3dat 380 (notingALJ’s heightened duty wheclaimantis at the hearing without counsel).
Moreover,Plaintiff hasnot provided a description of the allegedly missing evidence in detail or
proffered saicevidenceto this Court. Insteac?laintiff merely asserts that treatment nagist

andthat the notesupportDr. Aramide’s opinion. PIBr. at 17. Yet without more, hisis notclear

10
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evidence of prejudice Accordingly, the Courtvill not remandfor consideration of additional
evidence that is alleged to exist yet has not been proffered to this Court and bderszdrom
the record before the ALJ has not been shanmat/e clearly prejudiced Plaintiff.

3. Plaintiff's Credibility

Plaintiff argues that the ALidappropriately discountdélaintiff’'s testimony about his pain
andthefunctionally limiting effects of his symptomkl. at 18-19. A claimant’s statements about
his pain or symptoms cannaibneestablish that he is disablét C.F.R. 804.1529(a).Instead,
to evaluate credibility, al\LJ consides the extent to whiclihe selfreported symptom$can
reasonably be accepted as consistent with the objective medical evidence and athee &idd
The ALJ also considefactorssuch agheclaimant’s teatment history ankiis daily activities.ld.

8§ 404.1529(c)(3). If the ALJ finds the claimant’s subjective complaints inconsistent with the
objective medical evidence, the ALJ may discount th&mn.8404.1529(c)(4). Thus,it‘is
particularly inappropriate to second gussshcredibility determinatios’ under thedeferential
substantial evidence standafdeview applied té&\LJ disability determinationd/anord v. Colvin
No. 13-27, 2014 WL 585413, at *2 (W.D. Pa. Feb. 14, 2014).

Here, theALJ duly considered Plaintiff’'s subjective complaiated heang testimony. Tr.
at 32-33. The ALJ found that Plaintiff's medically determinable impairments could reasonably
beexpected to cause the symptaaiisged Id. at 33. However, the ALJ also found thiiftiff's
statement®n the intensity, persistence, and limiting effecthisf symptoms wereinconsistent
with the medical evidenandother evidence. Idln reaching this conclusiorhe ALJ considered
themedical record in detadnd notedseveral findinggontradictingPlantiff's claim that hewas
completely disabled. Id. at 334. For example, the AlcltedDr. Patel’srelatively mild findings

from anexam inAugust 2014which revealed no evidence of heart failure,motor defects, and

11
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anormal gait. Idat 33. The ALJalso citedthe opinion ofDr. FiskthatPlaintiff was capable of
work and suffered only minor and transient impairment. Id. Basedismeitord, the Court
disagreesvith Plaintiff's claimthatthe ALJ’s finding regarding Plaintiff'subjective complaist
wasbased on “mere speculationliistead, the Court findbat the reasonsrovidedby the ALJ
for not giving more credit to Plaintiff somplaints are legitimate, objective, andupported by
substantial evidence. Thus, the Court will not remand to corRliaietiff's subjective complaints
4. Plaintiff's RFC

Plaintiff argues that the RFC determination waefelyconclusory and not based on the
medical evidence.” PIl. Br. at 20. &gfically, Plaintiff asserts that the Alfailed to include a
“function-by{function” assessment bfs capacity. Id. at 221. Plaintiffalsoargueghat the ALJ
incorrectly determined that Plaintifbuld communicate in English and that the ALJ shchade
considerednisinability to speak or understand English dsratation. Id. at 21-22.

To satisfythe requirements of SS¥6-8p,anALJ is required to citehe evidence¢hat was
relied on in reaching thmnclusionPearson v. BarnhayB880 F. Supp. 2d. 496, 506 (D.N.J. 2005)
However, 50 long as the ALJ's RFC determination is supported by substantial evidethee
record” the ALJ is not required to conduct a functiopfunction analysis at step fourenorio v.
Berryhill, No. 16-3760, 2017 WL 4548057, at *4 (E.D. Pa. Oct. 11, 2017) (citation omitted).

Nevertheless dre, the ALJdid perform afunction-by-function analysisyhich he did
properly as he discuss@&daintiff's physical and mental abilitie$r. at 32-34. Specifically, the
ALJ listed andconsidered Plaintiff's functional limations and the relevant testimony and
evidence for each. The ALJ explainbe evidence heelied on in makindnis determination and
the weight accorded to the evidence. ThieQourt findsthatthe requirements of SSR Bp

adequatelynet

12
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Moreover,the Court disagrees with Plaintiffdaim that the ALJ erredn finding that
Plaintiff could communicate in EnglishThe ALJs finding was based on Plaintiff’'s testimony
that hespoke and understood a little Englite fact that Plaintiff reporteid his applicatiorthat
he ould read andunderstandenglish and the ALJ'sobservationthat Plaintiff corrected the
interpreter’s translatiomt one point during the hearingotwithstanding anyevidence @ the
contrary.ld. at 34 seg e.g, Barik v. Berryhill No. 189287, 2019 WL 5303983, at *2 (D.N.J. Oct.
21, 2019) (finding that[w]hile other evidence may support a contrary conclusioeretfwals
undeniably ‘substantial evidence’ that Plaintiff could communicate in Erghstd accordingly
althoughplaintiff had “some difficulty speaking and understanding English completely without
assistance,” the ALJ did not err in failing to explicianalyzethe plaintiff's limited language
ability); Arevalo v. Comm’r of Soc. Sedlo. 187675, 2019 WL 2636579, at *6 (D.N.J. June
27, 2019)(noting thatunder20 C.F.R. Part 404 201,the ability to communicate in English is
least significanfor unskilled labor,and concluding that the plaintiff's challenge to the ALJ’s
decision was aere“disagreement rather than a lack of record evidence to sygpgriecision,”
and wasnsufficient to overturrthe ALJ’s decision). The Courtherefore concludes thdid ALJ’s
finding as to Plaintiff's ability to communicate in English was based on substanitkdnceand
that as a result, the questions posed to the VE were not deficient.

V. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth abothes opinionof the ALJ is affirmed.An appropriate Order

(A

Claire C. Cecchi, U.S.D.J.

accompanies this Opinion.

DATED: April 30, 2020
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