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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

KATHRYN L. RODRIGUEZ,
NO: 2:15-CV-0060-TOR
Plaintiff,
ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'’S
V. MOTION FORSUMMARY
JUDGMENT

CAROLYN W. COLVIN, Acting
Commissioner of Social Security
Administration,

Defendant

Doc. 16

BEFORE THE COURT are the parties’ cromastions for summary
judgment (ECF Nosl4, 15. This matter was submitted for consideration withou
oral argument.The Court—havingreviewed the administrative record and the
parties’ completed briefirg-s fully informed. Although a hearing is set for this
matter for November 30, 2015, this Court finds no reason to delay its éraier.
the reasons discussed below, the Court grants Defendant’s motion and denies

Plaintiff's motion.
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JURISDICTION

The Court has jurisdiction ev this case pursuant4@ U.S.C. 8 405(g)
1383(c)(3)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

A district court’s eview of afinal decision of the Commissioner of Social
Securityis governed by 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g). The scope of reuiger 8405(gis
limited: the Commissionés decisionwill be disturbed'only if it is not supported
by substantial evidence or is based on legal éridill v. Astrue 698 F.3d 1153,
1158-59 (9th Cir. 2012)citing 42 U.S.C. § 405(g)). “Substantial evidence” mear
relevant evidencthat “a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support i
conclusion” Id. at 1159(quotation and citation omitted). Stated differently
substantial evidence equates to “more than a mere scintilla[,] but less than a
preponderance.ld. (quotation and citation omitted)n determining whether this
standard has been satisfied, a reviewing court must consider the entire record
whole rather than searching for supporting evidence in isolaktbn.

In reviewing a deniabf benefits, alistrict courtmay not substitute its
judgment for that of the Commissioner. If the evidence in the récord
susceptible to more than one rational interpretaftbe,court] must yphold the
ALJ’s findings if they are supported by inferences reasortabiyn from the

record! Molina v. Astrue674 F.3d 1104, 1111 (9th Cir. 201Burther,a district
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court “may not reverse an ALJ’s decision on account of an error that is harmleg
Id. An error is harmless “where it is inconsequential to the [ALlltEhate
nondisability determination.’ld. at 111 (internal quotation markand citation
omitted) The partyappealinghe ALJ’s decision generally bears the burden of
establishing that was harmed Shinseki v. Sander§56 U.S. 396, 4620 (2009).
FIVE-STEP SEQUENTIAL EVALUATION PROCESS
A claimant must satisfy two conditions to be considered “disabled” within

the meaning of the Social Security Act. First, the claimant mudiriebte to

S.

engage in any substantial gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable

physical or mental impairment which can be expected to result in death or whig
has lasted or can be expected to last for a continuous émad less than twelve
months. 42 U.S.C88423(d)(1)(A);1382c(a)(3)(A) Second, thelaimant’'s
Impairment must b&f such severity that he is not only unable to do his previous
work[,] but cannot, considering his age, education, and work experience, enga
any other kind of substantial gainful work which exists in the national egahhom
42 U.S.C. 8§ 423(d)(2)(A); 1382c(a)(3)(B)

The Commissioner has established a-ftep sequential analysis to
determine whether a claimant satisfiesdabevecriteria. See20 C.F.R. §
404.1520(a)(4)(K(v); 416.920(a4)(i)-(v). At step one, the Commissioner

considers the claimant’s work activity. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(i);
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416.920(a)(4)(i). If the claimant is engaged in “substantial gaaafivity,” the
Commissioner must find that the claimant is not disabBHC.ER. 88

404.15200); 416.9200).

If the claimant is not engaged in substantial gainful activities, the analysis

proceeds to step two. At this step, the Commissioner considers the severity of
claimant’s impairment20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii); 4920(a)(4)(ii). If the
claimant suffers from “any impairment or combination of impairments which
significantly limits [his or her] physical or mental ability to do basic work
activities,” the analysis proceeds to step three. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(c);
416920(c). If the claimant’s impairmentloes nosatisfy this severity threshold,
howeverthe Commissioner must find that the claimant is not disabted

At step three, the Commissiormymparsthe claimant’s impairment to
several impairments recognized by the Commissioner to be so severe as to
preclude a person from engaging in substantial gainful acti2@yC.F.R. 8§
404.1520(a)(4)(iii); 416.920(a)(4)(iii). If the impairment is as severe or more
severe thawne of theenumeratedmpairments, the @nmissioner must find the
claimant disabled and award benefits. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(d); 416.920(d).

If the severity of the claimant’'s impairment does meet or exiteesgeverity
of the enumerated impairments, the Commissioner paisgte tassesshe

claimants “residual functional capacity Residual functional capacity (“RFC”),

ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTIONFOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ~4
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defined generally as the claimant’s ability to perform physical and mental work
activities on a sustained basis despite his or her limitatRth€ (F.R. 88
404.1545(a)(1)416.945(a)(2) is relevant to both the fourth and fifth steps of the
analysis.

At step four, the Commissioneonsidersvhether in view of the claimant’s
RFC,the claimants capable of performingiork that he or she has performed in
the pas(“pastrelevant work”) 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(iv);
416.920(a)(4)(iv).If the claimants capable of performing past relevant wdhe
Commissioner must find that the claimaot disabled.20 C.F.R. 8§
404.1520f); 416.920(f). If the claimant is iapable of performing such work, the
analysis proceeds to step five.

At step five, the Comissionerconsidersvhether, in view of the claimant’s

RFC, the claimant is capable of performing other work in the national economy.

20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(\M16.920(a)(4)(v). In making this determination,
the Commissioner must also consider vocational factors such as the claimant’s
educationand work experienceld. If the claimant is capable of adjusting to
other work, the Commissioner must finéthhe claimanis not disabled. 20
C.F.R. 88 404.1520(g)(1); 416.920(g)(1). If the claimant is not capable of
adjusting to other work, the analysis concludes with a finding that the claimant

disabled and is therefore entitledoenefits. Id.

ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTIONFOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT -5
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The chimant bears the burden of proof at steps one through four above.
Lockwood v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admii6 F.3d 1068, 1071 (9th Cir. 2010).
the analysis proceeds to step five, the burden shifts to the Commissioner to
establish thafl) the claimant is capable performingother work and(2) such
work “exists in significant numbers in the national economy.” 20 C.F.R. 88
404.1560(c); 416.960(c)(2Beltran v. Astrug700F.3d 386, 389(9th Cir. 2012).

ALJ’'S FINDINGS

Plaintiff filed applicatiors for disability insurance benefitand supplemental
security incomedatedMarch 27, 2012allegng a disability onset date &february
21, 2012 in both applicationsTr. 24452, 25359. These applications were
denied initially and uponeconsideratiorandPlaintiff requested a hearingr.
15865, 16667, 16872, 17379. A videohearing vasheldwith an Administrative
Law Judgg“ALJ”) on August 22, 2013Tr. 37-85. On September 12, 2013&
ALJ rendered a decisiarenying Plaintif benefits Tr. 9-36.

As a threshold issuehe ALJ found that Plaintiff methe insured status
requirements ofitle Il of the Social Security Act through December 31, 207T6.
15. At step one, the ALJ found that Plaintiff had not engaged in substantial gai
activity since February 21, 2012, the alleged onset datel5. At step two, the
ALJ found that Plaintiff hadhe followingsevere impairmeist obesity with

secondary chronic pain in the low back, hip, and legs; obesity, status post gast
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bypass with weight loss in excess of 100 pounds; irritable bowel syndrome;
noninsulirdependent diabetes mellitus; tendinitis of the right shoulder; asthma;
depression; and alcohol abusg. 15 At step three, the ALfbund that
Plaintiff’'s impairments, including the substance use disorder, met sections 12.(
and 12.09 of 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1. Tr. 16. However,
because the ALJ foundedical evidence dfubstance abuse, the ALJ proceeded {
determinghe materiality of Plaintiff's substance abuse to her disability 18.
During this second look, the ALJ found that if Plaintiff stopped using al¢cshel
would not have an impairment or combination of impairments that meets or
medically equals a listed impairment. Tr. Ihe ALJthen determined that
Plaintiff stopped the substance abuse, she wouldthaW®-C

to perform sedentary whk as defined in 20 CFR 404.1567(a) and

416.967(a) but with theoflowing additional limitations: she would be

able to stand and/evalk for two hours with a sit/stand option every

60 minutes; she would be able to perfgrastural activities

occasionally, but could never climb ladders, ropes, or scaffolds; she

could never lift above shoulder level; she would have to avoid

exposure to respiratorgritants and hazards; she would be able to

perform simple, routine, and repetitive tashtse could maintain

attention and concentration for tvi@ur periods between regularly

scheduled breaks and would need extra time to adapt to changes in the

work routine; andhe could not have public interaction but would be

able to engage in superficial interactwith coworkers and

supervisors.

Tr. 20. At step four, the ALJ found that even if Plaintiff stopped the substance U

she would be unable to perform past relevant work. TrA2&tep five the ALJ
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foundthatif Plaintiff stopped the substance use, considering her age, education
work experience, and RFC, sbeuld perfornthe representative occupatioh
sewing machine operatoifr. 28. In light ofthestep fivefinding, theALJ
corcluded that Plaintifivas not disablednder the Social Security Aahddenied
her claims on that basisTr. 28-29.

The Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's request for review on January 12,
2015 making the ALJ’s decision the Commissioner’s final decision for purposes
of judicial review. Trl1-6;20 C.F.R. 88 404.981, 416.1484, 422.210.

ISSUES

Plaintiff seeks judicial review of the Commissioner’s final decision denyin
her disability benefits and supplemental security incanaerTitles Il and XVI of
the Social Security ActAlthough Plaintiff generally asserts that the Adid not
apply the correct legal standard or support her decigitbnsubstantial evidencge
ECF No. 14 at 4this Court discerns the following discrete issuestforeview.

(1)Whetherthe ALJproperly evaluate@laintiff's alcohol abuse;

(2)Whether the ALJ’s RFC finding is supporteddupstantial
evidenceand

(3)Whether theALJ presented a complelbgpothetical questioto
the vocational expert.

Id. at4-10. This Court addresses each issue in turn.

ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTIONFOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT -8
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DISCUSSION

A.  Alcohol Abuse

First, Plaintiff contends the ALJ erred when she listed alcohol abuse as a
severe impairment and found that Plaintiff’'s alcohol abuse is a contributing fact
material to the determination of disabilitid. at 5. Rather, Plaintiff contends her
alcohol use shdd havebeenconsidered to be in remissiotd.

“A finding of ‘disabled’ under the fivetep inquiry does not automatically
gualify a claimant for disability benefits Bustamante v. Massana@62 F.3d
949, 954 (¢h Cir. 2001). Pursuant 8SARegulations, if the ALJ finds a claimant
Is disabled and there is medical evidence of a drug addiction or alcoholism, the
ALJ “must determine whether [the claimant’s] drug addiction or alcoholism is a
contributing factor material to the determination of disability.” 20 C.F.R 88
404.1535(a), 416.935(a)hus, if the ALJ finds there is medical evidence of drug
addrtion of alcoholism, the ALJ must then consider whether the claimant “woul
still [be found] disabled if [he or shetopped using alcohol or dys.”
Bustamante262 F.3d at 955 (quoting 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1535, 416.93%% so
called DAA, or drug abuse and alcoholissnalysisallowsthe ALJ to determine
which of aclaimant’s disabling limitations would remain if he or she stopped usi
drugs oralcohol. Parra v. Astrue481 F.3d 742, 747 (9th Cir. 2007)f the

remaining limitations would stilbe disabling, then the claimastirug addiction

ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTIONFOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ~9
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or alcoholism is not a contributing factor materiajtter] disability. If the
remaining limitationsvould not be disabling, then the claimansubstance abuse
Is material and benefits must be deriiettl. “[T]he claimant bears the burden of
proving that drug or alcohol addiction is not a contributing factor méterjaer]
disability.” Id. at 748.

Here, the ALJ found Plaintiff’'s alcohol dependence was a severe impairn
and, in combination with Plaintiff’'s other severe impairments, resultBthintiff
being disabled. Tr. 1&7. Pursuant to the regulations, the ALJ proceeded to
consider whether Plaintiff would still be found disabled if she stopped using
alcohol. Tr. 18. After conducting the sequential analysis a second time, the Al
concluded that Plaintiff's “substance use disorder is a contributing factor mater
to the determination of disability because [she] would not be disabled if she
stopped the substance use.” Tr. 28.

To the extent Plaintiff is attacking the validity of the ALJ’s step fimding,
this argument is without merit. The step two inquiry is mere&lg ainimis
screening device intended to dispose of groundless cldtaisnd v. Massanayi
253 F.3d 1152, 1158 (9th Cir. 2001). It does not result in a finding of disability
a particular impairment is found to be “severe” within the meaning of the
Commissioner’s regulationsSee Hoopai v. Astryd99 F.3d 1071, 1076 (9th Cir.

2007)(“[A] finding that a claimant [has a severe impairment] at step two only
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raises a prima facie case of a disability Rather, the analysis merely proceeds tc
step three. Herehé ALJ found Plaintiff suffered from several severe
impairments, including alcohol abuse. Tr. 18. Thus, Plaintiff's claim proceede(
past the initiade minimisscreeningat step two. The ALJ’s decision to classify
alcohol abuse as a severe impairment did not prejudice Plagsiuiécially
considering the ALJ'second sequential analysis considered Plaintiff's
impairments if alcohol abuse was not a factor.

To the extenPlaintiff is contending that the ALJ’s alcohol abuse finding is

not supported by substantial evidence, this argument also fails. An impairment

classified as “severe” at step two when it significantly limits an individual’s abili
to perform basievork activities. See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.920; SSR3p6

In making hestep twafinding, the ALJprimarily considered Dr. Veraldi’'s hearing
testimony Tr. 1517. At the hearing, Dr. Veraldi testified that Plaintiff suffers
from “alcohol abuserad/or dependence” which abuse “runs throughout the réco
and thatPlaintiff suffeedmarked limitations in areas of social functioning and
concentration, persistence, and paben using alcohol. TE1,53-54. When
making her step three findindne ALJ also considered examination notes from a
July 2012 psychological evaluation, in which the clinician noted Plaintiff
“exhibited a maladaptive pattern of alcohol abuse leading to clinically significar

impairment or distress” and that she had “contindech®l use despite having
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persistent or recurrent social or interpersonal problems caused or exacerbated
the effects of the alcohol.” Tr. 17 (citing Tr. 722). The absence afurrent
alcohol abuse in Dr. Burdge’s evaluation nogegTr. 68293, does not negate the
substantial evidence supporting thieJ’s finding. See Bustamant@62 F.3dat

953 (“Substantial evidence is defined as more than a mere scintilla but less tha
preponderance.” (internal quotation marks omitted)).

This Court does not read Plaintiff's motion as challenging the ADXA
analysis undethe regulations. Even so, the ALJ properly first proceeded with tk
five-step inquiry without attempting to determine the impact of Plaistiff
alcoholism on her other impairments and then, after finding Plaintiff disabled
under the firsanalysis evaluated whether Plaintiff would still be disabled if she
stopped using alcohold. at 955. With the support of mental health notes
spanning July2012 to May 2013, the ALJ found Plaintiff's mental functioning wa
less restricdwith abstinence from alcohol. Tr. 24 (citing 712, 717, 721, 724
26, 728, 753, 814)Medical opinion evidence similarly supported this firgdinTr.

25 (citing to Dr. \éraldi’s testimony and Dr. Burdge’s pe®briety examination).

Accordingly,this Court does not find that the ALJ erred when considering
Plaintiff’s alcohol abuse and its impact on her mental limitations.
I
I
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B. RFC Assessment

Plaintiff contends the RF@id not adequately incorporate the extent of her
limitationsfrom depression ECF No. 14 atg. Specifically, Plaintiff asserts that
as opined by Dr. Veraldi, Dr. Toews, and Dr. Burdgewould have significant
difficulty sustaining regular employment even without interference from alcoho
Id. at 7-8 (citing Tr. 5657, 494, 687).

The RFC is “the most [a claimant] can still do despite [her] limitatio26.”
C.F.R 8§ 404.1545(a)(1), 416.945(a)(1). In making this finding, the ALJ need of
include credible limitations supported by substantial evideBeg¢son v. Comm’r
of Soc. Sec. Admi859F.3d 1190, 1197 (9th Cir. 2004) (holding that the ALJ is
not required to incorporate evidence from discounted medical opiniorthénto
RFC).

Here, regarding her ability to maintain concentration, persistence, or pact
the ALJ found Plaintiff “would be able to perform simple, routine, and repetitive

tasks,” “maintain attention and concentration for-wour periods between
regularly scheduled breaks,” and “would need extra time to adapt to changes if
work routine” if she stopped using alcohol. Tr. 28.reaching this finding hte
ALJ discusseavaluations by Dr. Burdge, Tr. 24 (citing Tr. 688); Dr. Garza,
Tr. 24 (citingTr. 717, 721); and a mental healthcare clinician, Tr. 24 (citing Tr.

712-13), all of which discussed a history of or current problems with alcohol abt

ORDERGRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTIONFOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ~13
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and its effect on Plaintiff's depression. The ALJ went on to discuss record
evidence demonstrating that iAk#f's mental symptoms and functioning was less
restricted when she stoppesing alcohol:

Subsequent reports showed that, with abstinence from alcohol, the
claimant's mental functioningas less restricted than she alleges. On
July 24, 2012, thelaimart reported that she hatiéensober for he

past 5 days Subsequent reports document improved symptbats

do not corroborate the claimant's allegations of debilitating mental
impairnlent. Foexample, on August 9, 2012, the claimant reported
engagingm relaxing activities, includingoing to visit her cousin and
getting her nails done. The claimant wehopping and had lunch

with her cousin as well. On examination by tierapist, the claimant
was cooperative and engaged in the sessionm@hgainel good eye
contact, had normal speech, and was adequately grodmecpy
reports completed later in the month showed “good progrBss”
September 2012, the claimant reported that that she went on a road
trip. Shedenied experiencing any panic attadRaring another office
visit completedhe following month, the claimant continued to report
depressed moodlonetheless, she was cooperative, had intacigiit
process, and normal speech. As of May 2013, the claimant reported
increased energy level andnoentration.

Tr. 24.

The ALJ alsaecounted hearing testimony by Dr. Veraldi who testified thal
without alcohol abuse, Plaintiff would be able to perform simple, routine, and
repetitive taskswould be able to maintain attention aswhcentration iiwo-hour
blocks;and would need additional time for changes in the work setting. Tse5;

Tr. 54-56. The ALJ found this opinion consistent with therapy notes in the reco

that showed improvement with sobriefjr. 25. Despite Plaintiff's attempt®
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frame Dr. Veraldi's testimony to the contrary, his opinion is not inconsistent wit
the ALJ’s ultimate RFC finding; rather, the ALJ afforded Dr. Veraldi's opinion
significant weight when drafting the RFC and its specific limitations. Tr. 26.
The ALJalsoconsidered the opinion of Dr. Burdgeho opined Plaintiff
would have moderate limitations completing a normal workday and workweek
without interruptions from psychologicallyased symptomsTr. 25 (citing Tr.

687). The ALJ found Dr. Burdge’s opimavas generally supported by his own

examination findings; however, based on the timing of the evaluation, it did “not

account for more recent therapy reports not available at the time of his consulti
examination report, particularly insofar that they show the claimant experience
significant improvement in depressive symptoms after becoming sober from
alcohol use.” Tr. 26. Thus, the ALJ reasonably accorded Dr. Burdge’s opinion
only “some weight.” Tr. 26.

The ALJ gave “[l]ittle weght” to the opiniorof Dr. Toews, noting that his
opinion as well as others completed in 2008 and 2009 occurred more than thre
years prior to the alleged onset date of disability. Tr. 26. “Given the significant
passage of time between the current adjudicative period and the date on which
these assessments were completed, the functioni@tionsopined in these
assessmentwe of little probative value for a determination of the claimant’s

functional capacity in the period at issue.” Tr. 26.
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Although Plaintiff does noexpressly contend the ALJ improperly weighed
the medical opinions of these providers, this Court finds the ALJ provided speg
and legitimate reasons supported by substantial evidence for affording Dr.
Burdge’s and Dr. Toews’ opinions limited weightight of more recent evidence
and opinions discussing Plaintiff's condition after she stopped using alceéel.
Bayliss v. Barnhart427 F.3d 1211, 1216 (9th Cir. 2006iting Lester v. Chater
81 F.3d821,830-31 (9th Cir. 1995). This Court finds the ALproperly
considered and indedxkavily relied on the opinion of Dr. Veraldi when crafting
the RFC.See20 C.F.R. §404.1527(e)416.927(eJexplaining that the ALJ must
merely ‘tonsiderall evidence from nonexamining sources,” such as “medical
experts’(emphasis addeq)

Accordingly,finding that the ALJ's RFC is based on substantial evidance
the recordthis Court does not find error.

C. Hypothetical Question Posed to Vocational Expert

Finally, Plaintiff faults the ALJ for posing an incomplete hypothetical to thg
vocational expertECF No. 14 at 40. Specifically, Plaintiff contends that the
ALJ erred by failing to include in her hypothetical that the claimant would have
three or more absences per morith.

“An ALJ must propound a hypothetical tg\acational expeftthat is based

on medical assumptions supported by substantial evidence in the record that
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reflectsall the claimant’s limitations."Osenbrock v. ApfeR40 F.3d 1157, 1165
(9th Cir. 2001)Yemphasis added)“If the assumptions in the hypothetical are not
supported by the record, the opinion of the vocational expert that claimant has
residual working capacity has no evidentiary valu@dllant v. Hecklery/53 F.2d
1450, 1456 (9th Cir. 1984).lt is, however, proper for an ALJ to limit a
hypothetical to those impairments that are supported by substantial evidence ir
record” Osenbrock240 F.3d at 1165.

Here, the ALJ propounded the following hypothetical to the vocational
expert:

Okay, Ms. Walter, I'm going to ask you to assumedividual of the
same age, education, and work experiescthe claimant. Having
been born in 1963, she fallsthin the younger regulatory category,
and with her GEDshes in the high school [INAUDIBLE] category.
Theindividual's going to have the following functionihitations: is
going to be limited to sedentary wotkere should be the ability to
stand every 60 minutes so, at least stretch for a few moments.
Postuals are alkat occasional, except ladders, ropes, and scaffolds
never.There should be no above shoulder lifting, avamdcentrated
exposure to respiratory irritants or hazaise individual would be
able to understand, remember, @ady out simpleroutine, repetitive
tasks andnstructions, would be able to maintain attention and
concentration on those simple, routine, repetitive tamkisvo hour
intervals. The work environment should beatine environment. On
those occasions where there whange, the individual would need
additional time to adapb the change. No interaction with the public
and onlysuperficial interaction. And | define superficial as
noncooperativanteraction with coworkers and stuff like that.

Tr. 82-83.
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This Court finds the ALJ’s hypothetical included the full extent of Plaintiff’

limitations supported by substantial evidence in the record. Plaintiff cites to the

opinions of Dr. Burdge, Dr. Veraldi, and Dr. Toews in support of her absenteeis
limitation. However,as indicated above, the ALJ properly consideard rejected
the opinions of thesmedical sourcewhen formulatingPlaintiff's RFC. Contrary
to Plaintiff's assertion, substantial evidemeehe recordloes not support
significant absenteeism; accordingly, the ALJ need not have included such a
limitation in her RFC. Because the ALJ included the full extentoédible
limitations supported by the record in the hypothetical, this Court does not find
error.
IT IS ORDERED:

1. Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF Nial) is DENIED.

2. Defendatis Motion for Summary Judgme(ECF No.15) is

GRANTED.

The District Court Executive is directed to file this Order, enter Judgment

for Defendantprovide copies to counsel, aB OSE thefile.

DATED November 6, 2015

P

il 2

—Homag. O feles
THOMAS O. RICE

United States District Judge
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