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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
EASTERN DIVISION

TINA MARIE WILLARD, )
Plaintiff, ))
VS. )) Case No: 1:13-cv-01250-STA-dkv
COMMISSIONER OF ;
SOCIAL SECURITY, )
Defendant. ))

ORDER AFFIRMING THE DECISION OF THE COMMISSIONER

Plaintiff Tina Marie Willard filed this actio to obtain judicial review of Defendant
Commissioner’s final decision dging her application for disdily insurance benefits under
Title 1l of the Social Securitct (“Act”) and an application fosupplemental security income
(“SSI”) benefits based odisability under Title XVI of the At Plaintiff’'s applications were
denied initially and upomeconsideration by the Social SeturAdministration. Plaintiff then
requested a hearing before an administrdave judge (“ALJ”), which was held on December
14, 2011. On April 3, 2012, the ALJ issued a deaisfinding that Plaintf was not entitled to
benefits. The Appeals Council denied Plaingiffequest for review, and, thus, the decision of
the ALJ became the Commissioner’s final decisibor the reasons set forth below, the decision
of the Commissioner BFFIRMED.

Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), a claimant may abtadicial review ofany final decision
made by the Commissioner after a hearing to which he was a party. “The court shall have the
power to enter, upon the pleadireysd transcript afhe record, a judgment affirming, modifying,
or reversing the decision of tl@mmissioner of Social Secwrtwith or without remanding the
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cause for a rehearind."The court’s review is limited to t&rmining whether there is substantial
evidence to support tHeBommissioner’s decisichand whether the correct legal standards were
applied®

Substantial evidence is “sucklevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusidrit’is “more than a mere scintilla of evidence, but less than a
preponderance>”The Commissioner, not the Court, ébarged with the duty to weigh the
evidence, to make credibility tFminations and resolve mater@nflicts in the testimony, and
to decide the case accordin§ly.When substantial evidea supports the Commissioner’s
determination, it is concluge, even if substantial ewdce also supports the opposite
conclusion’.

Plaintiff was born on August 3, 1966, and wagyfg/ears old on healleged disability

onset daté. She has a high school education an@ tyears of college and is able to

1 42 U.S.C. § 405(q).
2 |d.

% Key v. Callahan109 F.3d 270, 273 (6th Cir. 19973ee also Landsaw v. Sec'y of Health &
Human Serys803 F.2d 211, 213 (6th Cir. 1986).

4 Buxton v. Halter246 F.3d 762, 772 (6th Cir. 2001) (quotRighardson v. Peraleg02 U.S.
389 (1971)).

® Bell v. Comm'r of Soc. Sed.05 F.3d 244, 245 (6th Cir. 1996) (citiBgnsolidated Edison Co.
v. NLRB 305 U.S. 197, 229 (1938)).

® Walters v. Comm’r of Soc. Set27 F.3d 525, 528 (6th Cir. 1990rum v. Sullivan921 F.2d
642, 644 (6th Cir. 1990%arner v. Heckler745 F.2d 383, 387 (6th Cir. 1984).

" Warner v. Comm’r of Soc. Se875 F.3d 387, 390 (6th Cir. 200&pster v. Haltey 279 F.3d
348, 353 (6th Cir. 2001 Mullen v. Bowen800 F.2d 535, 545 (6th Cir. 1986).

® (R. 23, ECF No. 9-3.)



communicate in English. She has past work experience as a cashier, line worker, and machine
operator® Plaintiff initially alleged an onset date of disability of January 1, 2007, but the date
was subsequently amended to June 1, 200Baintiff alleges disability due to chronic
bronchitis, carpal tunnel syndrompain of the elbows, knees, ankles, and back, and double
vision*2

The ALJ enumerated the following finding¢l) Plaintiff met the insured status
requirements through December 31, 2013; (2) Riaimas not engaged in substantial gainful
activity since the alleged onset date; (3) Plaii# the following severe impairments: bilateral
carpal tunnel syndrome (right egter than left), chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
(“COPD"), obesity, anxiety, and gesssion; but she does not hangairments, either alone or
in combination, that meet or equal the requiretsef any listed impairment contained in 20
C.F.R. pt. 404, subpt. P, app. 1 of the listingnapairments; (4) Plaintiff retains the residual
functional capacity to perform medium work with no more than frequent handling or fingering,
no exposure to concentrated fumes, gases, aodypventilated areas, simple routine tasks with
only occasional contact with the public and ocmaal changes in the work environment, and an
articulated production schedule so there is nednfer independent goal-setting judgment; (5)
Plaintiff is unable to perforrher past relevant work; (6) Phaiff was a younger individual with
a high school education on the alleged onset datdrgiisferability of job skills is not material

to the determination of disability becausengsihe Medical-Vocational Rules (“the grids”) as a

° (1d.)
10 (1d. at 22, 307.)
M (d. at 12.)

12 (1d. at 306.)



framework supports a finding that Plaintiff is miisabled whether or nghe has transferable job
skills; (8) considering Plaintiff's age, eduica, work experience, r@ residual functional
capacity, there are jobs thatigixin significant numbers in ¢hnational economy that Plaintiff
can perform; (9) Plaintiff was not under a disépias defined in the Act at any time through the
date of this decisiol?

The Social Security Act defines disability the inability to engage in substantial gainful
activity.™* The claimant bears the ultimate burderesfablishing an entitlement to benets.
The initial burden of going forward is on the claimemshow that she disabled from engaging
in her former employment; the burden of goifogward then shifts to the Commissioner to
demonstrate the existence of available employroempatible with the claimant’s disability and
background?®

The Commissioner conducts the following, fstep analysis to determine if an
individual is disabled withinthe meaning of the Act:

1. An individual who is engaging in substantial gainful activity will not be found to be
disabled regardless of medical findings.

2. An individual who does not have a severpaimment will not be found to be disabled.

3. A finding of disability will be made withdwconsideration of vocenal factors, if an
individual is not working and is suffering from severe impairment which meets the duration
requirement and which meets or equals a listed impairment in Appendix 1 to Subpart P of the
regulations.

13 (d. at 14-24.)
14 42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(1).
15 Born v.Sec'y of Health & Human Sernv&23 F.2d 1168, 1173 (6th Cir. 1990).

16 4.



4. An individual who can perform work thateshas done in the past will not be found to
be disabled.

5. If an individual cannot perform his or rhpast work, other factors including age,
education, past work experience and residiugctional capacity musbe considered to
determine if other work can be performéd.

Further review is not necessafyit is determined that amdividual is not disabled at
any point in this sequential analy$fs.Here, the sequential analygisoceeded to the fifth step
with a finding that, although &intiff cannot perform her pastlevant work, there is a
substantial number of jolikat exist in the national enomy that she can perform.

Plaintiff argues that substantial evidendees not support thé&LJ's findings. She
specifically argues that the ALJ erred by faglito properly consider the opinion of the
consultative psychological examiners, Dr.nbdes Wilson, a clinical psychologist, and Ms.
Melissa Greer, a licensed rser psychological examingrand by failing to resolve
inconsistencies between their oping and his decision; by failirtg reconcile his decision with
his findings regarding Plaintiff’'s upper esinity impairments and resulting limitations; by
mischaracterizing the evidence regardingaimliff's credibility; by not giving proper
consideration to Plaintiff's mental health ti@@&nt records and assessments; and by failing to
consider Plaintiff's indigence and drawing negative inferences about her condition based on her
lack of treatment® Plaintiff's argumentsre not persuasive.

Medical opinions are to be weighed by fhrecess set forth in 20 C.F.R. 8§ 404.1527(c).

Generally, an opinion from a medical source whe éeamined a claimant is given more weight

17 willbanks vSec'y of Health & Human Sern&47 F.2d 301 (6th Cir. 1988).
18 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a).

19 (PI's Mot. J. Pldpp. 1 — 2, ECF No. 11-1.)
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than that from a source who has not performed an examiri&&ma, an opinion from a medical
source who regularly treats the claimant is akordhore weight than that from a source who has
examined the claimant but does notvéi@n ongoing treatment relationshtp.In other words,
“[t]he regulations provide progssively more rigorous testsrfaeighing opinions as the ties
between the source of the opiniamd the individualbecome weaker? Opinions from
nontreating sources are not assds$or “controlling weight.” Instead, these opinions are
weighed based on specialization, consistency, stgdmbty, and any other factors “which tend
to support or contradict the opinion” may bensidered in assessing any type of medical
opinion?®

In the present case, the ALJ properly explditiee weight given to the opinions of Dr.
Wilson and Ms. Greer, who were one-time exangnand how he arriveat Plaintiff's mental
residual functional capacitySubstantial evidence supports the ALJ’s determinations.

The ALJ applied a psychiatric review tecte (“PRT”) to analyze Plaintiff's mental
impairments and found that she had mild restm in activities ofdaily living; moderate
limitations in social functioning; moderate limitations in maintaining concentration, persistence,
and pace (“CPP”); and no episodes of depensation of extended duration. The ALJ
incorporated these restrictions by limiting Ptédfrto simple routine tasks with only occasional
contact with the public, only ocdasal changes in the work emenment, and an articulated

production schedule so thatte is no need for independeayoal-setting judgment.

20 20 C.F.R. § 404.1502, 404.1527(c)(1).
2L |d. § 404.1502, 404.1527(c)(2).
2 30c. Sec. Rul. No. 96-6p, 1996 WL 374180 at *2.

23 20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(c).



If a claimant has one or more mental impairments, the ALJ applies a PRT at the step two
and three findingé? When, as here, the ALJ finds a claimaat disabled at step three, the ALJ
is then required to evaluate tléaimant's residuafunctional capacity” The ALJ's PRT
findings are not equivalent tthe ALJ’s residual functiomacapacity finding, but the ALJ
considers the former in determining the laffer.

Dr. Wilson and Ms. Greer examined Plaintiff and opinater alia, that Plaintiff had a
Global Assessment of Functioning (“GAF”) scaoé fifty indicating “serious impairment in
social, occupational, or school functionirf.” Dr. Wilson and Ms. Gger also opined that
Plaintiff was moderately impaired in herilgp to understandand remember, and was
moderately-to-severely impaired in sustainingrdtte and concentration, social interaction, and
adaptatiorf® The ALJ found that Plaintiff was onlyaderately limited in social functioning and
CPP and that Plaintiff was able to adjust to otherk. Thus, the ALJ regted the opinion to the
extent that Dr. Wilson and Ms. Greer opinedtthrlaintiff had a GAFscore of fifty and

experienced moderate-to-severaitations in mental functioning.

?* See20 C.F.R. § 404.1520a.

%> See20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520(e), 404.1520a(d)(3).

6 SeeSoc. Sec. Rul. 96-8p, 1996 WL 374184 at *4.

2’ (R.738.) The GAF is a 100—point scale diéd into ten numerical ranges, which permits
clinicians to assign a single ranged scora peerson’s psychological, social, and occupational
functioning.SeeAmerican Psychiatric Ass'n, Diagnostiod Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders32 - 34 (Text Revision 4th ed. 2000) (“DSM IV").

%8 (R. 737-38.)

29 See Kornecky v. Comm'r of Soc. S&67 F. App’x 496, 507-09 (6th Cir. 2006) (affirming an

ALJ’s implicit rejection of an exmining psychiatrist’'s opinion when the ALJ did not adopt the
limitations contained therein).



The ALJ’s reasons for partially rejeatj this opinion are supported by substantial
evidence. For instance, Dr.idbn’s and Ms. Greer’'s examitian notes did not support their
opinion. Plaintiff arrived alone and on-timer fthe examination; was cooperative and fully
oriented; had no difficulty remembering and conmereding oral and written instructions, could
make financial decisions, and performed actigitoen her own initiative; was able to complete
some memory and concentration tasks, anerpnet proverbs; and Hda‘good” concentration
with average intellec® An ALJ may discount medical opiniotisat are inconsistent with the
medical source’s own examination notés.

Additionally, Dr. Wilson and MsGreer relied heavily on subjective complaints. Plaintiff
reported that she had a variety of severe ayngginptoms, includingriety attacks when in
public. However, during the exam Plaintiff had good affect with good range and “moderate to
mild” anxiety. Dr. Wilson and DrGreer opined that &htiff would havemoderate-to-severe
limitations based, in part, on her anxiedigspite their relatively mild finding. To the extent
that the opinion relied on Plaifits subjective complaints thawere unsupported by objective
findings, the ALJ correctly rejected the opinion.

The ALJ rejected the opinion regarding Ptdfis GAF score because Plaintiff's reduced

functioning was likely situationatather than permanent. Moreover, GAF scores are inherently

% (R. 733-38))

31 See, e.g., Leeman v. Comm'r of Soc.,3d@ F. App’x 496, 497 (6th Cir. 201 Buxton 246
F.3d at 773 (“[T]he ALJ is not bound by conclusstgtements of doctors, particularly where
they are unsupported by detail@oiective criteria andocumentation.”) (internal quotations and
citation omitted)).

% (R. 734- 737)

% See Ferguson v. Comm’r of Soc. S628 F.3d 269, 274 (6th Cir. 2010) (affirming an ALJ’s
rejection of an opinion that wémsed on subjective complaimégher than objective findings).



subjective and not an objective measure wfcfioning. The Commissner has declined to
endorse the GAF and has indicated that GAFesctiave no direct correlation to the severity
requirements of the mental disorders listifiysThus, an ALJ is not required to consider a GAF
score®

The ALJ gave great weight to the opiniof non-examining psychologist Dr. Mason
Currey®® Dr. Currey reviewed Plaintiff's file andpined that she had mild restrictions in
activities of daily living and moderatefficulties with socialfunctioning and CP®. Dr. Currey
further opined that Plaintiffauld understand and remember simple instructions, maintain CPP
for at least two hours, interact appropriatefyh others, and adapo infrequent chang®. The
ALJ gave Plaintiff the benefit of the doubt and found that she could have only occasional
exposure to the public and occasional changeswironment. This accommodated Plaintiff's
depression and anxiety in light bér minimal mental healthegatment and non-significant past

findings.

3 See Lee v. Comm'r of Soc. S&29 F. App’x 706, 716 (6th Cir. 2013); 65 Fed.Reg. 50,746,
50,764—65 (Aug. 21, 2000). The GAF scale is not fourtaeratest revision of the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorderse BSM-5. It has been replaced by a system called
“WHODAS.” SeeGold, Liza H., “DSM-5 and the Assesent of Functioning: The World Health
Organization Disability Assessment Schedul®(VHODAS 2.0),” J. Am. Acad. Psychiatry
Law 42:2:173-181 (June 2014) aladile at http://www.jaapl.org/content/ 42/2/173.full.

% Keeler v. Comm'r of Soc. Seb11 F. App’x 472, 474 (6th Cir. 2013).

% The Commissioner permits ALJs to give maxgight to a non-examining source’s opinion
when it is better supported than examining source’s opinioBeeSoc. Sec. Rul. 96-6p, 1996
WL 374180 at *3.

3 (R. 749)

¥ (R. 755.)



Accordingly, the Court finds that the ALproperly weighed the medical opinions and
other evidence in the record to determine rRilis mental residual functional capacity.
Substantial evidence also supgothe evaluation of Plaifitis physical residual functional
capacity.

John Woods, M.D., examined Plaintiff and mouthat she could ocsmnally lift during
an eight hour workday without restriction, dreently lift up to ten pounds due to her carpal
tunnel syndrome and COPD, and couldnst, walk, and sit whout restrictior®> The ALJ
rejected the limitation that PHiff could only lift up to ten pounds frequently. The ALJ instead
gave great weight to the opinion of non-exaing physician Michael Ryan who opined that
Plaintiff could lift up to fifty pounds ecasionally and twenty pounds frequerifly.

The ALJ could properly rejed@r. Woods’s opinion. Dr. Wood®und that Plaintiff had
5/5 strength in all major muscle groupsdano tenderness, redness, swelling, spasm,
enlargement, or muscle wasting in any joint examffie8he had normal ability to grasp in both
hands’® Dr. Woods stated that d@htiff had an “abnormal” akitly to lift ten pounds from a
seated position due to pain in the wrists, budliidenot explain how Plaintiff's ability to lift was

abnormaf®®

¥ (R. 693)
0 (R.716.)
1 (R. 690.)
“2(d.)

3 0d.)

10



The ALJ also rejected Dr. Woods’' opimi as being internally inconsistéfit. For
instance, Dr. Woods included a limitation on lifting dogpain in the wrists, despite findings of
normal grip and muscle strength with no joint deforrfiityAnd, it was inconsistent for Dr.
Woods to opine that Plaintiff could occasiogdift an unlimited amount during an eight hour
workday but would be limited to lifting tepounds for the remainder of the workd8y.

The ALJ gave greater weight to Dr. Ryapjsinion because it was more consistent with
other evidence in the recotl.For example, Plaintiff reportetd Dr. Wilson and Ms. Greer that
she did housework, fed and played witer dogs, and cooked on a daily b&%isShe had no
problems doing laundry or housekeepfA@his evidence is consistent with Dr. Ryan’s opinion.

Plaintiff contends that, becautdee ALJ found that her “bilatal carpal tunnel syndrome,
right greater than left” was severe impairment, the ALshould have included greater
limitations in the residual functional capacftygding for handling and fingering with the right
hand. Although the ALJ’s severe impairment fimgliwas based on the diagnosis of Plaintiff’s
treating physician, Juan Aristorenas, agtiosis alone says nothing about limitatith8r.

Aristorenas included no limitatioras a result of this diagnosis.

4 See Ledford v. Astru811 F. App’x 746, 754 (6th Cir. 2008)oting that an ALJ may reject
an opinion that is inteally inconsistent).

% (d.)
*® (R. 693))

*7 See20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(c)(4) (allowing an ALJmnsider an opinion’s consistency with
other evidence wheweighing it).

8 (R.735.)
49 (d.)

0 (R. 390.) See Higgs v. BoweB80 F.2d 860, 863 (6th Cir. 1988).
11



Plaintiff argues that her COPD and obesityttiar limited her ability to lift. Dr. Ryan
considered Plaintiff’'s breathing impairments amelight in his opinion but did not find these
warranted greater limitation$. Plaintiff's continued use of tobacco undermines her allegations
of disabling cardiopulmonary symptorifs.

The ALJ properly determined that Plaintdbuld perform a reduced range of medium
work, and Plaintiff has failed tdwsw she is otherwise more limited.

Next, Plaintiff complains of the ALJ's crediity determination. The ALJ rather than
this Court “evaluate[s] the credibility ofvitnesses, including that of the claimant.” A
claimant’s credibility comes into question when her “complaints regarding symptoms, or their
intensity and persistence, are rsipported by objective medical evidenteTo assess
credibility, the ALJ must considéthe entire case record,”gtuding “any medical signs and lab
findings, the claimant’s own complaints ofnsgtoms, any information provided by the treating
physicians and others, as well as any oteéevant evidence contained in the recordThis
Court is required to “accord the ALJ's deterntimras of credibility greatveight and deference
particularly since the ALJ Isathe opportunity, which we do notf observing a witness’s
demeanor while testifying?® However, the ALJ’s credibility finding “must find support in the

record.®’

>l (R. 722)

®2 (R. 43.)See Sias v. Sec'y of Health and Human SeB84. F.2d 475, 480 (6th Cir. 1988).
>3 Rogers v. Comm'r of Soc. Se486 F.3d 234, 247 (6th Cir. 2007).

> 1d.

> 1d.

*6 Jones v. Comm'r of Soc. Se836 F.3d 469, 476 (6th Cir. 2003) (citations omitted).
12



Here, the Court finds no error in the ALJ ®dibility determination because Plaintiff did
not provide objective medical evidence to estalithghseverity of her alleged symptoms, and the
record as a whole does not indedihat her condition was of didang severity. In making his
credibility determination, the ALJ considered Plaintiff's statements about her symptoms and the
limitations they caused. Plaintiff testified, angoother things, that her hands go numb after ten
minutes, that she could not do a load of laundrgawk, and that she could not lift more than
five pounds® She also testifiethat she has panic attacks, abobt be around other people, and
could not concentraf®.

The ALJ found that these statements we entirely credible because Plaintiff
performed significant daily activés. Plaintiff did housework, éeand played with her dogs, and
cooked on a daily basiS. She reported that she had no problems doing laundry or
housekeeping§® This level of activity is inconsistewith her complaints of hand pain and
numbness. It is well-establisth that an ALJ may discount aarhant’s credibility when he

“finds contradictions among the medical recyrdaimant’s testimony, and other eviden¥e.”

> |d.

% (R.41- 42, 45)
* (R. 49 -50.)

® (R. 735)

®L (1d.)

%2 See Whitfield v. Comm’r of Soc. S&014 WL 1329362 at *9 (W.D. Mich. Mar. 28, 2014).

13



Additionally, Plaintiff u®d only over-the-counter medication for her physical
symptome® The Sixth Circuit has noted that “usé only mild medications . . . undercuts
complaints of disabling pair* And, Plaintiff's treatment histgrdid not show the intensity of
mental impairments as alleged. The ALJ reliedtreatment notes from Quinco Mental Health
Center that showed thBtaintiff was non-compliarft

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ impropegrifaulted her for noncompliance without
considering her inability to afford treatmenthe ALJ considered Plaintiff's noncompliance in
light of her being “unmotivated” for treatmefit. Plaintiff also points duthat she did not own a
vehicle and argues that this is a reasonableaagfibn for her lack of treatment. However,
Plaintiff testified that she stopped treatrbacause she “split up” with her boyfrief{d.

Also diminishing her credibility is the fa¢hat Plaintiff made inconsistent statements
about her limitations. Plaintifstated in her application thahe followed oral and written
instructions well, which Dr. \lson and Ms. Greer corroborat®d. This is inconsistent with

Plaintiff's reported difficulties in concentrating and undermined the credibility of such a ¥&port.

® (R.21)

® Blacha v. Sec'y of Health & Human Seng27 F.2d 228, 231 (6th Cir. 1990).
% (R. 757.)See20 C.F.R. § 404.1529(c)(3)(v).

% (R. 21, 757.)

" (R.51))

% (R. 351, 735.)

%9 SeeSoc. Sec. Rul. 96-7p, 1996 WL 374188@finstructing ALJs to consider the
consistence of a claimant’s statemewiith other evidence in the record).

14



Plaintiff gave varying report®f why she quit work at helast job. At the hearing,
Plaintiff testified that she stopped workingchase she could no longer handle the assigned job
duties’® However, she told Dr. Wilson and Ms. &@r that she lost her job when she was
arrested for possession of marijudhaAn ALJ may consider a @imant's past work history
when assessing credibilify. The ALJ considered this famt along with the other factors
discussed above, in assessingRiffis credibility. Accordingly, the Courtinds no error in the
ALJ’s credibility determination.

At step five, the Commissioner must identfgignificant number of jobs in the economy
that accommodate the claimant's residual functional capacity and vocational Profilee
Commissioner may carry this burden dgyplying the medical-vocational gridsvhich directs a
conclusion of “disabled” orriot disabled” based on the claimant’'s age and education and on
whether the claimant has transferable work sKillslowever, if a claimant suffers from a
limitation not accounted for by the grids, aghe present case, the Commissioner may use the
grids as a framework for her decision but m&ty on other evidence to carry her burden. In

such a case, the Commissioner may rely on thtarteny of a vocational expert to find that the

0 (R. 39-40.)

" (R.735)

2 SeeSoc. Sec. Rul. 96-7p, 1996 WL 374186 at *5.
3 Jones 336 F.3d at 474.

4 20 C.F.R. Pt. 404, Subpt. P, App. 2.

> Wright v. Massanari321 F.3d 611, 615 (6th Cir. 2008yrton v. Sec'y of Health & Human
Servs, 893 F.2d 821, 822 (6th Cir. 1990).

15



claimant possesses the capacity to perform other substantial gainful activity that exists in the
national economy’

Here, the ALJ found that Plaintiff sufferédm limitations beyond those accounted for
by the grids, and therefore used the grids merely as a “framework” in determining whether
Plaintiff could perform other work The ALJ then relied on thestimony of a vocational expert
in determining that there were a significant numtifgobs in the national economy that Plaintiff
could perform. This testimony provides substdrevidence to support the ALJ’s finding that
Plaintiff could perform other work and is not disabféd.

Substantial evidence supportg thLJ’s determination that &htiff was notdisabled, and
the decision i&\ffirmed.

§ S. Thomas Anderson

S. THOMAS ANDERSON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Date: June 30, 2016.

% Heston v. Comm’r of Soc. Se245 F.3d 528, 537 — 38 (6th Cir. 200@)ine v. Comm'r of
Soc. Se¢96 F.3d 146, 150 (6th Cir. 1996).

" See Foster279 F.3d at 356-57 (finding that sulrgtal evidence mape produced through
reliance on the testimony ofvacational expert in responsea hypothetical question).
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