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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

ANGELO MASI, Civil Action No. 20-658 SDW)
Plaintiff,

V. OPINION
COMMISSIONEROFSOCIAL SECURITY,

Defendant. November 12, 2020

WIGENTON, District Judge

Before the Court is Plaintiff Angelo Masi’s (“Plaintiff”) appeal of the fiadiministrative
decision of the Commissioner of Social Security (“Commissioner”) with regpédministrative
Law Judge Beth Shillin’'s (“ALJ Shillin”) denial of Plaintiff's claims for quipmental security
income (“SSI”) and disability insurance benefits (“DIB”) under the Social i8gcAct (the
“Act”). This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 42 U.S.@%§&j) and 1383(c)(3).
Venue is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.@391(b). This appeal is decided without oral argument
pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure For the reasons set forth below, this Court finds
that ALJ Shillin’s factual findings are supported by substargvidence and that her legal

determinations are correct.herefore, the Commissioner’'s decisiodEFIRMED .
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PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL HISTORY

A. Procedural History

Plaintiff applied for DIB and SSinMarch21, 2016 alleging disability as of February 11,
2016. Administrative Record (“R.”) a8, 59, 177, 184.) Thstate agencgenied Plaintiff's
applications both initially and upon reconsideration. 5&®-107) Upon Plaintiff's requestALJ
Shillin held an administrativlearing @ July 31,2018. (R. 10 On December 5, 201&LJ
Shillin issued a written decisidhat Plaintiffwas not disable@nd thus not entitled to disability
benefits (R. 16-20) The Appeals Council denied Plaintiff’'s request for review, rendering the
ALJ’s decbion the final decision of the Commissioner. 1R6) Uponjudicial review, Plaintiff
asks this Court to remand t@®mmissionés decisionfor a new hearing (D.E. 10at 20.)

B. Factual History

Plaintiff isfifty —six years old and livewith hismother and brother’s famiip his mother’s
house.(R. 47.) He has previously worked as asadesoratvarious retail stores, car dealerships,
and a grocery. (R. 39, 4034 In his applicatiosfor SSI andDIB, Plaintiff allegeddisability due
to depression and substance absiseting in February 2016(R. 10, 177, 184.)The record
contains medical treatment notes beginning in 2015 and the following is a summary of the
evidence.

Dr. Julie Kidangan, D.O. (“Dr. Kidanganiyeated Plaintiff fronduly 2015 to April 2016
as his primary care physician. (R. 271,2%21.) Shenoted that Plaintiff's alcohol dependence
was in remission(R. 309, 344 She alsmoted thaPlaintiff hadbenign essential hypertensjon
for which sheprescribedmedication (Id.) Several times in the recorDy. Kidangannoted that
Plaintiff hadno new or worsening medical problems. (R. 302, 305, 309, 3%8¢ routinely

assessetlis mood as euthymic ards affectas normal. $ee, e.g.R. 314.) By April 2016,



Plaintiff had abstainedrom alcohol for eight months. (R. 314.) Even so,Dr. Kidangan
recommendedhat Plaintiff continuewith his outpatientehab treatmerfor alcohol dependence
as well as his mental health treatmefR. 312, 314.)

On June 1, 2016psychologistMarc Friedman Ph. D.(“Dr. Friedman”) conducted a
clinical interview and performed@nsultativenental status evaluatiari Plaintiff. (R. 33-25.)

Dr. Friedman noted th&tlaintiff couldtravel independently by public transportation, manage his
own money, communicate clearly, and follow conversation. (R. 32&.gouldalsocomprehend
and follow multistep directios and adequately maintain concentratidd.) (However Plaintiff

had mildly impaired longterm memorymoderately impaireghorttermand working memory
andlimited social interaction sks. (R.324,325) Dr. Friedman concluded his evaluation by
diagnosingPlaintiff with a major depressive disorder. (R. 325.)

On Juy 6, 2016, Dr. Brendan Carlock, a state agency psychiatrist, reviewed Plaintiff's
medical record and opined that Plaintiff had moderate restrictions of astigftidaily living,
moderate difficulties in maintaining social functioning, and moderate diféBsumaintaining
concentration, persistenas, pace. (R. 58-68.)

The recordalso includes treatment notefsom Plaintiff's mental health treatment at
Northwest Essex Community Healthcaletwork(“Northwest Essex”), where he went three times
a week for support group meetings, individual therapy, anehslf sessionbetweenluly 2016
and August 2018. (R. 329-42.) On his intake form, Plaintiff shared that he had not taken any
psychotropic medication before. (R. 329 hereafterChristineSukovich (“Ms. Sukovich”), a
licensedclinical social workertook notes on Plaintiff’'s weekly sessions. (R. 396.July 2016
Ms. Sukovichindicatal that althoughPlaintiff's mood was irritable and depm®ed, histtitude

was cooperative witlfull and appropriate affect(R. 333.) His speech was normald() His



thought process, sheterm memoryand longterm memory wreintact. (R.334.) He also had
no suicidal, homicidal, or delusional thought{®. 334.) FurthermoreMs. Sukovich observed
that Plaintiffwas motivated for treatmen{R. 331.)

In October 2016Dr. Donra Dalgetty (“Dr. Dalgetty”)conducted an inél psychiatric
evaludion at Northwest EsseXR. 406-05) Again,Plaintiff was alerand cooperative(R. 337.)
Throughout OctobeDr. Dalgetty noted that Plaintiff'speech andffectcontinued to b@ormal
and calm while his mood improved from “irritable” tookay.” (R. 333,337, 407.) His thought
processing wasogical, and his memory, attention, and concentratiemainedintact. (Id.)
Plaintiff still had no thoughts afuicide homicide or delusions.(Id.) His cognitive functioning,
insight and judgmenwere fair and at baselin@R. 402, 403.)

Plaintiff's assessments at Northwest Essex remained consisten2@bénto 2018. (R.
407-62.) Plaintiff's assessments on mood apgechremained normal. (R. 4682.) His
cognitive function and memorgmained intact(ld.) His treatmenplanaftermost sessions was
to continuewith his 12-step alcoholism recovery plan, grougupport sessions, arsklfhelp
meetings andto remain abstinenfrom alcohol (R. 409-16, 418, 419, 42426.) With this
continuous work, Plaintiffelt he hadmproved. (R. 419.) By Juy 2018, Plaintiff consistently
shared about his recovery going well and feeling good about himself. (R. 419, 421-25, 428, 434,
437.) Plaintiff even began tencourage othesupport groupmembers (R. 429.)

C. Hearing Testimony

Plaintiff and his attorney appeared at an administrative hearing before ALJ Shillin on July
31, 2018. (R. 10.)Plaintiff testified that his motheassists him with cleaning and shopping
although he does his own laundry. (R. 48) 34e cannot cope with large crowds, and he laisd

mother therefore go grocery shopping in #sly morning when the store is empty. (R. 51.)



Plaintiff also testified that hasuallyreads and play games on his computer, and theamelay
video games for up to five houdespite his trouble witfocus (Id.) In addition to visiting the
mental health program at Northwest Essex, Plaintiff also stated that seastinselor biweekly,
and a psychiatrist every 60 to 90 days for his depression and prior alcohol abuse. (R. 44.)

ALJ Shillin alsoheard testimony fromraimpartialvocational experMary Anderson (“VE
Anderson”). Using theDictionary of Occupational TitlesVE Anderson categorized Plaintiff’s
previous workand thenconcluded thait could not be done by a hypothetical persmith
Plaintiff's vocational profile and residual functional capacity (“RFC”), as found by ALJ Shillin.
(R.53-55.) However, shdestifiedthattherewere other jobs the national economy thatperson
with Plaintiff's age, education, work history, aRFC limitations could performincluding
equipment washer, merchandise marker, and routing clerk. (R. 55, 56.)

Il. LEGAL STANDARD

A. Standard of Review

In Social Security appeals, this Court has plenary review of the legal issuesidgcitie
Commissoner. Knepp v. Apfel204 F.3d 78, 83 (3d Cir. 2000). Yet, this Court’s review of the
ALJ’s factual findings is limited to determining whether there is substaidence to support
those conclusionsHartranft v. Apfel 181 F.3d 358, 360 (3d Cir. 1999).

Substantial evidence “does not mean a large or considerable amount of evidencegibut rath
such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to swpptusian.”
Pierce v. Underwogd487 U.S. 552, 565 (1988) (citation and internal quotations omitted). Thus,
substantial evidence is “less than a preponderance of the evidence, but ‘more than a mere
scintilla.” Bailey v. Comm’r of Soc. Se®&54 F. App’x. 613, 616 (3d Cir. 2009) (quoting

Richardson v. Perale<l02 U.S. 389, 40@1971)). Importantly, “[t]his standard is not met if the



Commissioner ‘ignores, or fails to resolve, a conflict created by countervailuged.” Bailey,

354 F. App’x. at 616 (quotingent v. Schweike710 F.2d 110, 114 (3d Cir. 1983)). However, i

the factual record is adequately developed, “the possibility of drawing two inconsistent
conclusions from the evidence does not prevent an administrative agency’s finding from being
supported by substantial evidencéaniels v. AstrueNo. 4:08<cv-1676 2009 WL 1011587, at

*2 (M.D. Pa. Apr. 15, 2009) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quafingsolo v. Fed. Mar.
Comm’n 383 U.S. 607, 620 (1966)). “The ALJ’s decision may not be set aside merely because [a
reviewing court] would have reached a different decisiddttiz v. Comm’r of Soc. Se@44 F.

App’x. 475, 479 (3d Cir. 2007) (citingartranft, 181 F.3d at 360). This Court is required to give
substantial weight and deference to the ALJ’s findin§seScott v. Astrue297 F. App’x. 126,

128 (3d Cir. 2008). Nonetheless, “where there is conflicting evidence, the ALJ must expl&in whic
evidence he accepts and which he rejects, and the reasons for that determiQatign244 F.

App’x. at 479 (citingHargenrader v. Califanp575 F.2d 434, 437 (3d Cir. 1978)).

In considering an appeal from a denial of benefits, remand is approprizes‘velevant,
probative and available evidence was not explicitly weighed in arriving at a decisidme on t
plaintiff's claim for disability benefits.” Dobrowolsky v. Califano606 F.2d 403, 407 (3d Cir.
1979) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quotBajdana v. Weinberge421 F. Supp. 1127, 1131
(E.D. Pa. 1976)). Indeed, a decision to “award benefits should be made only when the
administrative reca of the case has been fully developed and when substantial evidence on the

record as a whole indicates that the claimant is disabled and entitled to Bemadsedworny v.

Harris, 745 F.2d 210, 221-22 (3d Cir. 1984) (citations omitted).



B. The Five-Step Disability Test

A claimant’s eligibility for social security benefits is governed by 42 U.S.C. § 1382. An
individual will be considered disabled under the Act if the claimant is unable “t@emgany
substantial gainful activity by reason of amgedically determinable physical or mental
impairment” lasting continuously for at least twelve months. 42 U.S.C. 8 423(d)(1)(A). The
impairment must be severe enough to render the individual “not only unable to do his previous
work but [unable], considering his age, education, and work experience, [to] engageindany
of substantial gainful work which exists in the national economy.” 42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(2)(A). A
claimant must show that the “medical signs and findings” related to his arliment hae been
“established by medically acceptable clinical or laboratory diagnostic tecknigbeh show the
existence of a medical impairment that results from anatomical, physiologigadychological
abnormalities which could reasonably be expected to produce the pain or other symptoms alleged.”
42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(5)(A).

To make a disability determination, the ALJ follows a fistep sequential analysis. 20
C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a), 416.920(sg¢e also Cryz2244 F. App’x at 480. If the ALJ determines at
any step that the claimant is or is not disabled, the ALJ does not proceed to the next stegr.20 C
88 404.1520(a)(4), 416.920(a)(4).

Step one requires the ALJ to determine whether the claimant is engaging in salbstanti
gainful activity (“SGA”). 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(4)(i). SGA is defined as
work that “[ijnvolves doing significant and productive physical or mental duties . . . for pay or
profit.” 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1510, 416.910. If the claimant engages in SGAlaiheant is not

disabled for purposes of receiving social security benefits regardless oéwubetys of the



claimant’'s impairmentsSee20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(4)(i). If the individual is
not engaging in SGA, the ALJ proceeds to step two.

Under step two, the ALJ determines whether the claimant suffers fremegesmpairment
or combination of impairments that meets the duration requirement found in Sections 404.1509
and 416.909. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 416.920(a)(4)(n)impairment or a combination
of impairments is not severe when medical and other evidence establisheslailyabnormality
or combination of abnormalities that would have a minimal effect on an individuality dbil
work. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1521, 416.921; Social Security Rule (“SSR28%6-3p, 964p. An
impairment or a combination of impairments is severe when it significantly limits the ctaman
“physical or mental ability to do basic work activities.” 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(c), 416.9%0(c).
a severe impairment or combination of impairments is not found, the claimant is iétdlis20
C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 416.920(a)(4)(i)). If the ALJ finds a severe impairment or
combination of impairments, the ALJ then proceeds to step three.

Under step three, the ALJ determines whether the claimant’s impairment or ctombina
of impairments is equal to, or exceeds, one of those included in the Listing of Impaim2ts i
C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iii), 416.920(a)(4)(iii). If
an impairment or combination of impairments meets the statutory criteria of a listadmega
as well as the duration requirement, the claimant is disabled and entitled ttsbe2@fC.F.R. 88
404.1520(d), 416.920(d). Ifolwvever, the claimant’'s impairment or combination of impairments
does not meet the severity of the listed impairment, or if the duration is insuffitienALJ
proceeds to the next step.

Before undergoing the analysis in step four, the ALJ must deteth@rméaimant’sesidual

functional capacity RFC’). 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a), 404.1520(e), 416.920(a), 416.920(e). An



individual’'s RFC is the individual’s ability to do physical and mental work actiwities sustained
basis despite limitations fromshor her impairments. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1545, 416.945. The ALJ
considers all impairments in this analysis, not just those deemed to be severe. 2B&.F.R
404.1545(a)(2), 416.945(a)(2); SSR-8pF. After determining a claimant’s RFC, step four then
requires the ALJ to determine whether the claimant has the RFC to perform themenuig®f

his or her past relevant work. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.152(§e}16.920(eX{). If the claimant is

able to perform his or her past relevant work, he or she will not be found disabled undetr the Ac
20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520(a)(4)(iv), 404.1520(f), 416.920(a)(4)(iv), 416.920(f). If the claimant is
unable to resume his or her past work, the disability evaluation proceeds to the fiitrahsip.

At step five, the ALJ must determine whether the claimant is able to do any otltker wor
considering his or her RFC, age, education, and work experience. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(v),
416.920(a)(4)(v). Unlike in the first four steps of the analysis where thearitlyears the burden
of persuasion, at step five the Social Security Administration (“SSA”) sptmesible for providing
evidence that demonstrates that other work exists in significant numbers in dmalne¢donomy
that [the claimant] can do, given [the claimanRFC] and vocational factors.” 20 C.F.R. 88
404.1560(c)(2), 416.960(c)(2). If the claimant is unable to do any other SGA, he or she is disabled.
20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520(a)(4)(v), 416.920(a)(4)(V).

I1. DISCUSSION

A.
On December 5, 2018ALJ Shillin held that Plaintiff was not disabled from thalleged
onset datehirough the date of the decision. (R. 20.) At step one, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had
notengaged in substantial gainful employment since the allegeddatset(R. 12.)At steptwo,

the ALJ found thaPlaintiff hada severe impairment due to major depressive ordet) (The



ALJ consideed Plaintiff's alcoholdependence butid not find it to be severe, considering that
Plaintiff was soberthroughout the relevant peripthentally stableand able to deal witthe
stresors in his life. (R. 13.) Additionally, the ALJ consided Plaintiff’'s hypertensin and found

it to benon-severe (Id.)

At step three, the ALJ concluded thBtaintiff's impairments, individually and in
combination, did not “meet or medically equal the severity of the listings for thgsectiee
impairments in 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix | (20 C.F.R. 404.1520(d), 404.1525,
404.1526, 416.925 and 416.926).1d.Jf The ALJ specifically considered Listing 12.04, for
Depressive, Bipolar, and Related Disorde(R. 13-14.) In order tosatisfy this requirement,
Plaintiff had toprove that he méoth the “paragraph A” criteria and either the “paragraph B” or
“paragraph C” criteria.See20 C.F.R. 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 § 12.04. “Paeagraph B”
criteria requie at least one extreme or two marked limitations in any area of functioSieeR0
C.F.R. 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 § 12.02The “paragraph C” criteria require that the mental
disorder be “serious and persistent,” and supported by evidence of both medicalntreaitne
marginal adjustmentSee20 C.F.R. 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 § 12.02H&re, ALJ Shillin
found that Plaintiff's “paragraph B” limitations were mild moderate, not marked or extreme.
(R. 13.} She alsdoundno evidencehat Plaintiffhadsignificant issuesdjustingto changes in
his environment.(R. 14.) Because Plaintiff meteither Paragraph Bor Paragraph C criteria,
ALJ Shillin concluded that Plaintiff's impairments did not meet the severity of the Listing

Priorto stefour andfive, the ALJ found thaPlaintiff had theRFCto perform a full range

of work at all exertional levelgprovided he did not climb ladders, scaffoldisiopes and avoided

! Specifically, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had a moderate limitation in “ustdeding, remembering, or applying
information,” a moderate limitation in “interacting with others,” a modeliat#ation in “concentrating, persisting,
or maintaining pace,”rad a mild limitation in “adapting or managing oneself.” (R-14)

10



heightsand heavy machinery. (R. 15, 5%he alsdimited Plaintiff tono contact with the general
public, onlyoccasional contact with colleagu@sid onlysimple, repetitiveand routine tasks(R.
15.) At step 4, the ALJ found that Plaintiffasunable to perfornhis past relevant work as a
salesperson or salesclerk because those jobs exdased®dC (R. 18, 56 Lastly, at step 5the
ALJ relied onVE Andersors testimonyto find that Plaintiff was abléo perform other workhat
existed in significant numbers in the national economy, includimix asanequipment washer,
merchandise marker, amduting clerk. (R. 19, 55, 56 ALJ Shillin thereforeconcluded that
Plaintiff was not disabled under the Act during the relevant period. (R. 20.)
B.

On appeal, Plaintiff seeks reversal and remand of the Commissioner’s de(gsaeD.E.
10 at20.) He asserts that ALJ Shillidid not properly(1) evaluatePlaintiff's mental RFC, (2jind
that work existed in significant numbers in the national economy that Plaintiff coutarpe(B)
consider Plaintiff's impairments in combinati@nd (4)consider Plaitiff's subjective complaints.
(D.E. 10 at 2.) Plaintiffs moving brief offers nine pages ofcopied case opinions and
administrative rulings, but little argumeint the remaining 11 pages for why this Court should
vacate the ALJ's decision(SeeD.E. 10 at6-9, 16-14, 15, 16 This Court considers the
arguments in turn and finds each unpersuasive.

Plaintiff beginsby contenthg that the ALJ did naappropriately asse$¥daintiff’'s mental
RFC becauseshedid notrigorously analyzePlaintiff's limitations oncomprehension, memory,
social interactions, and fatigudD.E. 10at10) Plaintiff does not point to any specific medical
evidence that the ALJ overlooked, except Eiedman’s notes that Plaintiff's social interaction
skills were limited, and that Plaintiff suffered from fatiguéd.)( However the record shows that

theALJ relied onsubstantiaimedical evidence assesBlaintiff’'s RFC including Dr. Friedman’s

11



opinion, which the ALJ gave “significant weight.”(R. 18.) Specifically Dr. Friedman’s
evaluatiorconfirmedthat, while Plaintiff had limited social interaction skills andld to moderate
memoryimpaiments,Plaintiff could alsocommunicate clearly, follow conversation, concentrate,
and follow multi-step directions. (B24-25.)

The ALJ gave Dr. Friedman’s opinion significant weight, in padause it was consistent
with the evidence as a whole. (R. 18.) For example, Hfangrimary care physiciafrom July
2015 to April 2016Dr. Kidangannoted several times that Plaintiff haéuhymic mood, a normal
affect, andno new or worsening medical problems. (R. 302, 305, 309, 312, 34 only
prescription drug she gave him was for hypertensidR. 309.) Similarly, theALJ relied on
Plaintiff's Northwest Essemedical recordsrdbm July 2016 to August 2018. (R. 18 punselors
thereroutinely foundthat Plaintiff's thought praess, cognitive functionand memory skillsvere
intactand not impaired(R. 333, 334407—-62.) Reportsn his group counseling sessions sedw
thatPlaintiff regularlycame weldressedcandwas very engage@pinionatedand talkativan the
group discussions(R. 409-40) Indeed,ALJ Shillin could have relied othe Northwest Essex
treatmennotes anevaluations tprescribe fewer RFC accommodatiavith respect to Plaintiff's
comprehensionpemory andsocialskills. Instead, she restricted Plaintiff's RFC to avoid social
interaction and complex tasks, as wallcertainphysicalactivities that could be fatiguing(See
R. 15.) Thusthe ALJ properly evaluate Plaintiff's RFC,and “the evidence taken as a whole
supports the administrator’s decisiorSmith v. Califanp637 F.2d 968, 973 (1981) (Adams, J.,
concurring).

Plaintiff continuesby asserting that the LAl did not properly find that worlexistedin
significant numbers in the national economy that Plaintiff could perform, beshasaled to
follow the holding & Sykes v. Apfel228 F.3d 259 (3d Cir. 2000), and the corresponding

acquiescence ruling from the Social Security Administration. (D.E. 1Q)athtlerSykeswhere
12



a claimant has both exertional and nonexertional limitations, the ALJ maglyaoley onthe
Social Security Administration’smedicalvocational guidelines to deny disability benefitSee
Sykes, 228 F.3d at 270.The ‘testimony of a vocational expert or other similar evidénse
required.ld. at 273. Here, ALJ Shillin explicitly relied on both the “Medie¥bcational Rules as
a framework” and the “testimony of the vocational expert,” which she additionadisntieed was
“consistent with the information contained in titionary of Occupational Tite” (R. 19-20
(emphasis altered) Plaintiff's argument to the contrary is therefore meritless.

Next, Plaintiffargues that ALJBhillin failed to consider the combination of all Plaintiff’s
impairments, including those found to be moderate or not sey@re. 10at16.) After copying
a decision thahe desnot address, Plaintiff lists mental limitations on comprehension, memory,
concentration, sociakills, and fatigueas impairmentthatthe ALJ failed to consider(ld. at 14-
16.) However, the AL&onsidereall of these factors while assessing Plaintiff's R&@ Plaintiff
offers no additional evidence that the ALJ failed to consi¢ier 15.) The ALJ relied onthestate
agency psychiatriss medical assessment and the opinanDr. Friedmanto evaluate the
combination of Plaintiff’'s impairmentgR. 18.) Bothreportsincluded observations on Plaintiff's
mental limitationon comprehension, memory, concentration, and social skills. (R3%79, 87—
90, 323-26.)Having given weighto, cetailed and analyedbothreportsand the limitations listed
therein ALJ Shillin’s consideration of Plaintiff's impairmentwas proper andsupported by
substantial evidence.

Plaintiff's final contention is that the ALJ did nptoperly consider Plaintiff's subjective
complaints. D.E. 10at 16.) This contention is a responseAtJ Shillin’s observéion that the
objective medical evidends “not entirely consistent” with the subjective evidermecause the

objective evidence doesnot demonstratesignificant psychiatric limitations. (R. +18.)
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Specifically, Plaintiff’'s psychological mental assessment, psychiatric hstatas examination,
and clinical interview all primarily describe Plaintiff's limitations as made. (R. 18, 7379, 87
90, 323-26.) However, therecordconfirms that thé\LJ propely consideedPlaintiff's subjective
complaints (R. 18.) ALJ Shillin describedPlaintiff's subjective complaints and daily activities
in detal, and herconsiderationof thesesubjective complaints is reflected in her prescribed
limitations (SeeR. 15-16.) For examplelimitations to avoid operatingheavy machinery,
interacting withthegeneral publicandengaging in complex taskiemonstratéhe ALJ’s concern
for Plaintiff's fatigue, social difficulties andlack of concentrationrespectively As the ALJ
stated, such limitations are supported Bhaintiff’'s subjective complaints but not entirely
warranted by the objective medical evidence, “which wqeéd sesuggest a more restrictive
[RFC] assessment.” (R.4X8.) Plaintiff has not met his burden to show ttet record suppast
any additional limitationsand the ALJ’s findings supported by the substantial evidence.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court finds that ALJ Shillin’s factual findings were
supported by substantial credible evidence in the recordeahetjal determinations were correct.

Therefore, the Commissioner’s determinatioAk-IRMED . An appropriate order follows.

s/ Susan D. Wigenton
SUSAN D. WIGENTON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Orig: Clerk
CC: Parties
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