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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHIGTON

BETH D. KAMSTRA,
No. 2:13-CV-00359WFN

Plaintiff,
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S
VS MOTION FOR SUMMARY

JUDGMENT
CAROLYN W. COLVIN, Commissioner

© 00 N o o~ WN B

10|| of Social Securit

11 Defendant.

12

13 Before the Court are croddotions for Summary Judgment (ECF Ndg.and15).
14

Attorney Joseph Linehamepresents Plaintiff. Special Assistant United States Attgrne

[EEY
o

Jeffrey Staplesepresents Defendant. The Court has reviewed the administrative recc

16| and briefs filed by the parties and is fully informed.

17 JURISDICTION

18 Plaintiff protectively applied for supplemental security income ben{Sigi] on
16

July 28, 2010alleging disability beginning oNovember 1, 2008due to physical and

2C|| mental impairment$. The application was denied initially and on reconsideration.

21

22 'Carolyn W. Colvin became the Acting Commissioner of Social Security o
23 Februaryl4, 2013. Pursuant to Rule 25(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedur
24 Carolyn W. Colvin is substituted for Michael J. Astrue as the defendahis suit. NO

25| further action need be taken to continue this suit by reason of the last sentence o
2611 U.S.C. § 405(g).

27 ’At the hearingPlaintiff amendedhe onset date of disability to February 23, 2009.
28

(Tr.at 17, 7879.)

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 1

Dockets.Justia.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/washington/waedce/2:2013cv00359/61945/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/washington/waedce/2:2013cv00359/61945/18/
http://dockets.justia.com/

© 00 N o o~ WN B

N NN NDNMNNMNNNNRRRRERRRR PR R
M ~N O O N W N P O O 0 ~N & g N W N R O

A hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Caroline Sideny
June 7, 2012 At the hearing, Plaintiff, represented dtyorneyMaureen Rosette, testifig
as didDeborah Lapointa vocational expert (VE)At an earlierhearing,which Plaintiff
failed to attendthe ALJ heard testimony from medical expgwhnMorse M.D. The ALJ
concluded that Plaintiff was notsdibled. The Appeals Coundénied Plaintiff's reques
for review making the ALJ's decision the final decision of the Commissidhgnsuant td
42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g), this final decision is appealable to the district cBlattiff sought
judicial review on October 11, 2013

FACTS

The facts of the case are set forth in detail in the transcript of the proceedin
arebriefly summarized here.

Plaintiff was 42 years old at the time of the hearir{@r. at B.) Plaintiff did not
graduate from high school but obtained her GED in 1@B88at 31.) Plaintiff lastworked
in 2007 fora telemarketing comparand parttime atan animal shelter. (Tat 18 41.)

Plaintiff reports pain in her knees (allegedly caused by osteoarthritis) ang
(allegedly caused by bursitis). (Tr. at 19)aintiff claims tosuffer from seizures an
panic attacks. (Tr. at 25Plaintiff states that shieastwo to threepetit seizureper manth
and panic attacks three to foames per week.(Tr. at 32, 38.) Plaintiff alsoclaims to
suffer from urinary incontinence, which requires her to wear pads anrdgsudnd to go t
the bathroom every half an hour. (Tr. at 3#&)aintiff reports having severe depress
anddifficulty sleeping. (Tr. aB0,35-36.)

Plaintiff takes overthe-counter medicatiorslbuprofen and muscle relaxerdo
help withher bodilypain, but apparently does not take any prescription medication. {
20.) Plaintiff takes Tegretol for her seizures, whielps to some extent, and Paxil for
paric attacks. (Tr. at 25, 38.) Plaintiff last received mental health caumps®l2004.
(Tr. at 36.)

At home, Plaintiff helps with the dishes, prepares simple meals, clears
laundry, and cares for teenage son and her boyfriend. (Tr, 28@31.) Plaintiff spends
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most of herfree time at a women's shelter where she crotchets, sews, tal

friends,andreads (although she sometimes does not remember what she reads).

at23.) Plaintiff mostly sits, but has to walk periodically so her hips "don't tighten
(Tr. at 23.)
SEQUENTIAL PROCESS
The Commissioner has established a-Btep sequential evaluation process
determining whether agpson is disabled. 20 C.F.R486.920(a)see Bowen v. Yucke
482 U.S. 137, 14@2 (1987). In steps one through four, the burden of proof rests
theclaimant to establish a prima facie case of entitlement to disability bendfiskett v.
Apfel 180 F.3d 1094, 10989 (9th Cir. 1999). This burden is met once anudant
establishes that a physical or mental impairment prevents him from engaging
previous occupation. 20 C.F.R. § 416.920(a)(4). If a claimant cannot do his past r
work, the ALJproceeds to step five, and the burden shifts to the Commissior
showthat (1) the claimant can make an adjustment to other work; and (2)is
jobsexist in the national economy which claimant can perforBatson v. Comm'
Soc.Sec. Admin. 359 F.3d 1190, 11994 (9th 2004). If a claimant cannot m3
anadustment to other work in the national economy, a finding of "disabled" is n
20C.F.R. 8416.920(a)(4)¢v).
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
At step one, the ALJ determined that Plaintiff did not engage is substantial ¢
activity since July 28, 2010, the application date.
At step two, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had the following severe imy
ments:spinal osteoarthritis, hip bursitis,besity, depression, anxiety, and noctur
seizures.
At step three, the ALJ found that Plaintiff did not have an impairmer
combination of impairments that met or medically equaled any of the listed impaif

described at 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subparppendix 120 C.F.R.88416.920(d), 416.925

and 416.92p
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At step four, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had the residual functional dypdFC|
to perform light work subject to severakertionaland social limitations. The ALJ
concluded that Plaintiff was unable to perform past relevant work.

At step five, the ALJ concluded that, given Plaintiff's age, education,
experience, and RFC, there were jobs that existed in significantemsinmbthe nations
economy that Plaintiff could perform, inciad work as a mail clerk or office helper

STANDARD OF REVIEW

In Edlund v. Massanar53 F.3d 1152, 1156 (9th Cir. 2001), the court set ou

standard of review:

A district court’s order upholding the Commissioner’s denial of benefits is
reviewedde nova Harman v. Apfel211 F.3d 1172, 1174 (9th Cir. 2000).
Thedecision of the Commissioner may be reversed only if it is not supported
by substantial evidence or if it is based on legal erficacKett 180 F.3d at
1097]. Substantial evidence is defined as being morestinagre scintilla, but
less than a preponderandég. at 1098. Put another way, substantial evidence
is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind ewgept as adequate to
support a conclusiorRichardson v. Peralegl02 U.S. 389, 401 (1971). If the
evidence is susceptible to more than one rational interpretation, the court ma
not substitute its judgment for that of the Commissiomackett 180 F.3d at
(1:(_)971;9|\S/Iagggan v. Commissioner of Social Sec. Adrh62 F.3d 595, 599 (9th

ir. .

The ALJ is responsible for determining credibility, resolving conflicts in
medical testimony, and resolving ambiguitiésdrews v. Shalala53 F.3d
1035, 1039 (9th Cir. 1995). The ALJ’s determinations of law are revielwed
novg although deference is owed to a reasonable construction of the
applicable statute8AcNatt v. Apfel201 F.3d 1084, 1087 (9th Cir. 2000).

It is the role of the trier of fact, not this court, to resolve conflicts in evidg
Richardson 402 U.S. at 400. If evidence supports more than one rational interpre
the court may not substitute its judgment for that of the Commissidraakett,180 F.3d
at 1097;Allen v. Heckler 749 F.2d 577, 579 (9th Cir. 1984Nevertheless, a decisiq
supported by substantial evidence will still be set aside if the ALJ did not thepbyroper
legal standards in weighing the evidence and making the deciBi@wner v. Secretar
of Health and Human Sery€339 F.2d 432, 433¢th Cir. 1988). If substantial eviden
exists to support the administrative findings, or if conflicting evidence exists iha

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 4

Wor

|

L the

DNCE
tatic

~

ce
t w




© 00 N o o~ WN B

N NN NDNMNNMNNNNRRRRERRRR PR R
M ~N O O N W N P O O 0 ~N & g N W N R O

support a finding of either disability or naitsability, the Commissioner's determinatior
conclusive.Sprague v. Bowe®12 F.2d 1226, 1229230 (9th Cir. 1987).
ISSUES

1. Did the ALJ err infinding Plaintiff not credible and by discounting Plaintit
subjective complaints about the extent of her impairn?®ents

2. Did the ALJerr inevaluatingthe medical evidence concerning Plaintiff's me
impairments?

DISCUSSION

1. Did the ALJ err in finding Plaintiff not credible and by discounting
Plaintiff's subjective complaints about the extent of her impairments?

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ erred by finding her not credible and rejectin
subjective complaints concerning her physical and mental impairmente Court

disagrees.
It is generallythe province of the ALJ to make credibility determinatioAs.drews
53 F.3d at 1039. "To determine whether the claimant's testimony regarding the se\

her symptoms is credible, the ALJ may consider, for example: (1) ordergiques o

1 iS

f's

ntal

rerit
f

credibility evaluation, such as the claimant's reputation for lying, prior incam‘iste

statements concerning the symptoms, and other testimony by the claimant that app
than candid; (2) unexplained or inadequately explained fatlureeek treatment or {
follow a prescribed course of treatment; and, (3) the claimant's daily activiemlen v
Chater, 80 F.3d 1273, 1284 (9th Cir. 1996Absent affirmative evidence showing that
claimant is malingering, the ALJ must provide "specific, clear and convincing" reasq
rejecting the claimant's testimony about the severity of the symptdvtdina v. Astrue
674 F.3d 1104, 1122 (9th Cir. 2012).

In addition to the symptoms discusssgpra in the statement of fact®laintiff
repored that she was able t@l) stand for 3840 minutes before having to sit dow
Tr. at24; (2) sit for about 45 minutes before she has to get up and walk arburad 33
(3)walk for five to six blocks before she needs to,rd@st at 33 (4) bend over tc
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pick something up off the ground, but cannot squat on account of her, Kimeat 3334;
and, (5)follow written instructions, but only after reading them several times
at235. Paintiff also reported that she was forgetful, easily confused sometimes
unable tolearn new things oremembersimple instructions (such as basic recipe@jr.
at232-35.)

The ALJ determined that Plaintiff's statements concerning the intensity, persis
and limiting effects of her impairments were not credible to the extent they

inconsistent with the ALJ's assessed RFEQ. at 61.) The ALJ reasoned (1) the object

medical evidence does not fully support the level of limitation claimed by Plaintif

certain forms of treatment alleviated Plaintiff's symptoms, and (3) Plaintiff fade

comply with recommended treatment regarding her seizures. (Tr62)61n discussiot
of the medical evidence, the ALJ also referenced Plaintiff's ability to perfditias of
daily living, which is a factor the ALg&an consider in evaluating credibility. The Al
cited to one medical report where the doctor was concerned that Plaintiff was malin
(Tr. at 65 (citingTr. at 427])
The ALJ provided clear and convincing reasons for finding Plamdifcredible.
The ALJ'sfirst reason for questioning Plaintiff's credibility, i.¢hat Plaintiff's

complaints are not supported by objective evidengsesound. Regarding Plaintiff's

physical limitations, substantial evidence in the record supgbdsconclusion tha

Plaintiff is not physically disabled. For instance, August 2009, Peter Weir, M.D.

completed a physical evaluation of Plainafid found that Plaintiff hadome functiona
postural limitations caused by arthritis and lumbosacrairstiDespite these impairmen
Dr. Weir opined that Plaintiff could walk for abositx hours in aneight hour day with
some breaks, sit faix hours in areighthour day with breaks evetwo hours, would no
require an assistive device, could lift 206upds occasionally and 10 pounds frequel
and engage in manipulative activities. (Tr. at-$83 In October 2010, Dr. Weir aga
examined Plaintiff and concluded that she had "no functional limitations." a(&18.)
Regarding Plaintiff's mental impairments, as discussed in more ddtail substantia
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evidence supports the conclusion that Plaintiff's depression and anxiety do not g
Plaintiff from working.

The ALJ's second reason for questioning Plaintiff's credibility, th&t most of
Plaintiff's symptoms can be controlled with medication, is also solintpairments tha
can be controlled effectively with medication are not disabling for the purpo
determining eligibility for SSI benefits.Warre v. Comm'r of Soc. Sec. Adm#89 F.3d
1001, 1006 (9th Cir. 2006)Plaintiff reported that Paxil decreases her panic attacks.
at 38.) Plaintiff reported that Tergretol also helps her seizure disoider at 25.) (Prior
to the relevant period, Plaintiff's seizure disorder was also apparentiynamiged by
Carbatrol (Tr. at 599.) Plaintiff also reported that Oxybutynin helped hemary
incontinenceas did losing weight(Tr. at 624.)

recl

(T

<

The ALJ was also gtified in questioning Plaintiff's credibility on the grounds that

Plaintiff did not follow a prescribed course of treatment. The ALJ ediout that
although Plaintiff was advised to start physical therapy, there is no record that A
attempted any type of physical therapy. (Tr. at 63 (citing [Tr. at)49dJhe ALJ alsg
notedthat Plaintiff failed to take her seizure medication, Tegretol, as prescribedat 6B
(citing [Tr. at 312, 418]).) Plaintiff stated that she stopped taking her saizedicatior
because she could not afford it. It is true that a negative credibility determination
be based on a claimant's failure to undergo treatment when the claimant cannot af
treatment. Gamble v. Chater68 F.3d 319, 321 (9th Cir. 29). But, as noted by the AL
Plaintiff has taken a variety of prescription medication oviengthyperiod of time evel
though Plaintiff hashad a limited income. Because @stantial evidence in the recd
indicates that Plaintiff has been able toambtprescription medication, her assertion 1
she could not afford her seizure medication does not excuse her failure to td
medication.

Finally, the ALJ referenced Plaintiff's ability to perform activities of daily livaig

lain

can

forc

rd
hat
ke

A\ 4

multiple points in tle ALJ's opinion Plaintiff reported that she is capable of doing a

variety of household chores and leisure activities, able to shop and keep appoi
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outside the home, and able to interact with other peophe fact that Plaintiff seems
have fewdifficulties performing such activities is another valid reason for the ALJ t
fully credit Plaintiff's subjective complaints.SeeFair v. Bowen 885 F.2d 597, 60
(9th Cir. 1989) ("[I]t would not be farfetched for an ALJ to conclude that the claisn
pain does not prevent him from working" when the claimant can perform "hous
chores and other activities that involve many of the same physical tasks as a parpey
of job™").

In conclusion, the Court finds that the ALJ provided clear amyinoing reason
for finding Plaintiff not credible and did not err in discounting Plaistiubjective
complaints.

2. Did the ALJ err in evaluating the medical evidenceconcerning Plaintiff's
mental impairments?

Plaintiff argues that Plaintiff has greater mental impairments than those found
ALJ. Plaintiff argues that the ALJ erred in evaluating the medical evidenoceroomy
Plaintiff's mental impairments, specifically the opinions of Drs. Moua, Arnohd
Chandler.The Court disagrees.

In weighing medical source opinions, the ALJ should distinguish between
different types of doctors: (1) treating doctors, who actually treat the clai
(2) examining doctors, who examine but do not treat the claimant; ambr{8xamining
doctors who neither treat nor examine the claimdmster 81 F.3d at 830. The Al
should give more weight to the opinion of a treating doctor than to the opinion
examining doctor.Orn, 495 F.3d 8631 The ALJ should give more weight to the opin
of an examining doctor than to the opinion of a nonexamining doltorOnly acceptablg
medical sources, including licensed physicians and psychologists, can provide evic
establish an impairent. 20 C.F.R. 816.913(a).

When a doctor's opinion is not contradicted by another doctor, the ALJ may
the opinion only for “clear and convincing" reasoraxter v. Sullivan923 F.2d 1391
1396 (9th Cir. 1991) (quotinDavis v. Heckler868 F.2l 323, 326 (9th Cir. 1989)\When

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
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a doctor's opinion is contradicted by another doctor, the ALJ is only required to p
"specific and legitimate reasons" for rejecting the opinion of the firsbdodflurray v.
Heckler, 722 F.2d 499, 502 (9th Cir. 138

The testifying medical expert, Dr. Morse, opined that Plaintiff was capab
working despite her medical impairmentRenee Thompson, Psy.Bnd Mary Gentile,
Ph.D. also concludethat Plaintiffs mental impairment&ere not severe enough
preclude work. (Tr. at 4283.) Therefore, the ALJ was only required to provide "spe
and legitimate reasons" before rejecting medical opinions contrary to Dr. Morse's.

a. Ger K. Moua, Ph.D.

In March 2008, Dr. Mouaompleted a psychological evaluation of Plaintiff.
Moua administered several tests in which Plaintiff scored in the "normal”, raltigeugh
Plaintiff's Personality Assessment Inventosyggestedthat Plaintiff has "significan
thinking and concentrain problems, accompanied by prominent distress and dyspnh
(Tr. at 3%-55.) Dr. Moua commented that Plaintiff "is likely to be a socially isola
individual” with "limited social skills," andhat her "thought processes . [are] likely to
be maked by confusion, distractibility, and difficulty concentrating.(Tr. at 3%.)
Dr. Mouaopined thaPlaintiff's depression would "impact her ability to work" to such
extent thaPlaintiff would"not be able tatayfocused enough taesumework for the next
six months. (Tr. at 35657)

The ALJ gave "no weight" to Dr. Moua's opinion that Plaintiff was complé
unable to workfor six months (Tr. at 65.) The ALJ reasoned this opinion \
inconsistent with Dr. Moua assessment of moderate linibas in Plaintiff's ability
to perform work activities (Tr. at 65.) The ALJ also noted that Dr. Moua's opinid

werebased largely on Plaintiff'gnotentirely-credible seltreport and Dr. Moua's

notesreflect that Plaintiff did not have difficulty performing activities of daily livir
(Tr. at65.)

The ALJ gave specific and legitimate reasons for giving no weight to Dr. M
opinion that Plaintiff would not be able to stay focused enough to resume work for th

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
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six months. SeeTommasetti vAstrue 533 F.3d 1035, 1041 (9th Cir. 200@)octor's
opinion may be discounted if it relies on a claimant's unreliableregatirt); Bayliss v.
Barnhart 427 F.3d 1211, 1216 (9th Cir. 2005) (finding that an ALJ may cite int
Inconsistencies in evaluating a physician's repdegir, 885 F.2d at 603 ("[I]t would nd
be farfetched for an ALJ to conclude that the claimant's pain does not prevenoimi
working" when the claimant can perform "household chores and other activitig
involve many of the same physical tasks as a particular type of jpatjhermoreeven if
the ALJ fully credited Dr. Moua's opinionnampairment lastingsix montls is not
sufficient to support a finding of disabilitySee42 U.S.C. § 1382c(a)(3)(Adisability
must bepremised on medically determinable physical or mental impairments thalf
"lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous period of not less #ham tmonths")
The ALJ did not err in evaluating Dr. Moua's opinions.
b. John Arnold, Ph.D.

Dr. Arnold completed a psychological evaluation of Plaintiff in December 2010f
diagnosed Plaintiff with major depressive disorded anxiety disorder(Tr. at 473.) Dr.
Arnold assessed Plaintiff with moderate limitations concerning her ability to stay fo(
keep a schedule, and interact with others. (Tr. at 472.) Dr. Arnold found PI
markedy limited regarding her motivation/interest, decision making ability, and in
ability to respond appropriately and tolerate the pressures and expectationsrofady
work setting. (Tr. at 472, 474 Dr. Arnold expected these impairments to last betw
nine and twelve months. (Tr. at 475.) Despite her limitatios, Arnold opined thal

Plaintiff coud "remember simple workke procedures" "understand, remember, a
carry out simple and more complex verbal and written instructiomstk best on he
own and with special instruction"; "will be on time for appointment”; "ask sif
guestions and request assistance"; "be aware of normal hazards and take ap
precautions." (Tr. at 474.) Dr. Arnold noted that Plaintiff was e&peing "significant
emotional distress,” caused at least in part by "her current life circumstan€es.

at476.)

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 10

erne

m fr
s tl

ha

CUSE
aint
he
n
jeer
[
nd
r
nple
proy




© 00 N o o~ WN B

N NN NDNMNNMNNNNRRRRERRRR PR R
M ~N O O N W N P O O 0 ~N & g N W N R O

The ALJ assigned "some weight" to Dr. Arnold's opinions to the extent tha
were consistent with the ALJ's assessed RKQ. at 66.) The ALJdid not give Dr.
Arnold's opinions greater weight because he only examined Plaintiff once and (
review any of heprevious records.

The ALJ did not err in evaluating Dr. Arnold's opinions. Although Dr. Arr
opined thatPlaintiff's mental impairments would make it difficult for her to tolerate
pressures of the work placBr. Arnold did notexplicitly conclude that Plaintiff wa
completely icapable of working. In fact, Dr. Arnold assessed Plaintiff with mostly
limitations in areas of cognitive function and moderate limitations in socialidmag.
And Dr. Arnold's "medical source statement" appears to endorse the ofmaidplaintif
is actually capable of working, albeit "on her own and with special instructiQir. at
474.) Furthermore, like Dr. Moua, Dr. Arnoldid not expect Plaintiff's mental
impairmentsto last longer than one yeafTr. at 475.) The Court finds that DrArnold's
opinions are largely consistent with the ALJ's RFC determinatidrtize ALJ did not er
in evaluating Dr. Arnold's opinions.

c. Samantha Chandler, Ph.D.

Dr. Chandlercompleted a psychological evaluation Rigintiff in October 2010

Dr. Chandlerdiagnosed Plaintiff with major depressive disorder and anxiety dis
NOS, butstatedthat both these conditions appeared to be treated by medicatiorat
512.) Dr. Chandler noted Plaintiff may suffer from physical pain and lack of motivg
and may have problems interacting appropriately with supervisors, coworkers, a
public. (Tr. at 513.)Dr. Chandler opined that Plaintiff's memory, concentration, abili
follow short, simple instructions, and executive functioning were all withimablimits.
(Tr. at 513.) Dr. Chandler also opined that "[Plaintiff's] intellect seertsnathe averags
range. Her judgment seems good. Her insight seems poor to fair." (Tr. at 513.)

The ALJ gave "great weight" to Dr. Chandler's opinions, reasoning tha
Chanlder personally examined Plaintiff, reviewed her medical records, and her o
are consistent with the record as a whole. (Tr. at 66.)

ORDER GRANTINGDEFENDANT'S
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Plaintiff argues that DiChandler's opinions "suggfgsthat [Plaintiff], based on he

psychologich issues, would have difficulty with being consistent in functior
appropriately within a work setting and sustaining attention and concentration." E(
14 at 14.Plaintiff's argument appears to be based largely on Dr. Chandler's stateme

[tihough evidence suggest[s] a cognitive ability to function appropriately

within a work setting and sustain concentration and attention over the course

of a traditional work day/week, her ability to consistently access and utilize
her abilities may be affected by her psychological issues.

(Tr. at 513.) Although Plaintiff's interpretation dr. Chandler's opinionis not
unreasonablet seems to isolate Dr. Chandler's statements supporting Plaintiff's dis
while ignoring Dr. Chandler's statements and opinions suggesting that PIg
impairments are not serious enough to preclude woviKhen a doctor's opinion
"susceptibletco more than one rational interpretatiothe Court musuphold the ALJ'Y
findings Molina, 674 F.3d al111 The Court finds that the ALJ did not err in evalual
Dr. Chandler's opinions.
CONCLUSION

Having reviewed theecord and the ALJ's findings, the Court concludes the A
decision is supported by substantial evidence and is not based on legal error. Acc

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Defendant'sMotion for Summary Judgment, filetune 16, 201L4ECF No. 15,
is GRANTED.

2. Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, filed May 5, 20E€F No. 14, is
DENIED.

The District Court Executive is directed to file this Order and provide copi
counsel. Judgment shall be enteredfefendani&nd the file shall bELOSED.

DATED this 29thday of July, 2014.
s/ Wm. Fremming Nielsen
WM. FREMMING NIELSEN
07-2914 SENIOR UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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