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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE
JUDITH ANN 1.,
Plaintiff, CASE NO. 2:18-cv-05252-BAT
V. ORDER AFFIRMING AND
DISMISSING WITH PREJUDICE

COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY,

Defendant.

Plaintiff seeks review of the denial of hgapdication for disability benefits. She conten
the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) failed pooperly evaluate meckl opinion evidence,
Plaintiff's allegations, and lay witness evidenall of which impacted the ALJ’s residual
functional capacity (RFC) assessment. PlHiiageks remand for the award of benefits. The
CourtAFFIRMS the Commissioner’s final decision aD#SMISSES the case with prejudice.

BACKGROUND

On June 12, 2014, Plaintiff protectively fila Title Il application for a period of

disability and disability ins@nce benefits, alleging disabylibeginning November 19, 2013. T¥.

17. The claim was denied initially ornugust 22, 2014, and upon reconsideration on April 10,
2015. On June 15, 2015, Plaintiff filed a writreguest for hearing (20 CFR 404.929 et seq.)
Plaintiff appeared and testifieat a hearing held on May 12, 2046d again at a supplemental

hearing on September 9, 2016. Also appearimptestifying were W. Benton Boone, M.D., a

ORDER AFFIRMING AND DISMISSING WITH PREJUDICE - 1

s

Docket

Doc. 19

5.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/washington/wawdce/3:2018cv05252/257603/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/washington/wawdce/3:2018cv05252/257603/19/
https://dockets.justia.com/

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

medical expert, and Leta R. Berkshire, aatonal expert. Plaintiff's husband, Bob Inman,
appeared and testified aetBupplemental heagnAlthough informed of the right to
representation, Plaintiff chose topsar and testify without the assiste of an attorney or othe
representative. Tr. 17. On Decemi@e 2016, the ALJ decided thataiitiff was not disabled. Tr
14-31.

Utilizing the five-step disability evaluation procégte ALJ found, at step one, that

Plaintiff has not engaged in suésstial gainful activity sincélovember 19, 2013, the applicatian

date (20 CFR 416.97dt seq) and at step two, the ALJ deniBthintiff's application because th¢
ALJ found “no medical signs orbaratory findings to substantiatiee existence of a medically
determinable impairment.” Tr. 19-24. In the alegme, the ALJ found th&even if the claimant
had a medically determinable impairment, it wonidd be disabling at step four” and conclude
that “if Plaintiff had medically determinable impaents, they would be characterized as sev
in combination consisting of Chronic P&@yndrome, Headaches, Optic Nerve Disorder, and
Photophobia (20 CFR 404.1520(c)).” Tr. 24.

At step three, the ALJ found that thésgairments do not meet or equal a Listingr.
680. The ALJ found that if Plaintiff had the sexémpairments listed, she would have the
residual functional capacity (“RFCtp perform a full range of worét all exertional levels that
does not require exposures to hazards; thatlalv wearing dark sungsaes; and that does ng
require exposure to bright light. Tr. 25. At sfepr, the ALJ found that Plaintiff would still be
capable of performing her past relevant worla ataims clerk with the limitations noted in the

RFC.

120 C.F.R. 88 404.1520, 416.920.
220 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P. Appendix 1.
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The Appeals Council denied Plaintiff's requéstreview of the ALJ decision on Janua|

24, 2018 (Tr. 1-6), making the ALJ’s decision the final decision.
DISCUSSION

A. The ALJ Did Not Err in Evalua ting Medical Opinion Evidence

1. Alternative Findings of Severe Impairments

Plaintiff first contends the ALJ erred fimding that “none of her impairments were
medically determinable, let alone severe” aftdough the ALJ made atteate findings that
Plaintiff's combination of impairments (Ctmic Pain Syndrome, Headaches, Optic Nerve
Disorder, and Photophobia) were severe, Hftodntends that the ALJ’s primary finding

“appears to have undermined the ALJ’s analy&&t. 12, pp. 3-4. The Commissioner conced

that the ALJ’s finding that Plaiiff had no medically determinable impairment was in error but

the error was harmless. Dkt. 17, p. 2. The Court agrees.

Errors are harmless if they are insequential to the ultimate non-disability
determinationMolina v. Astrue674 F.3d 1104, 1121 (9th Cir. 2012). After incorrectly finding
no medically determinable impairment, the Akdnt on to make alternative findings and
consider the case as though Riifi had a combination of “Clanic Pain Syndrome, Headache
Optic Nerve Disorder, and Photophobia.” Tr. Zhe mere “possibility of drawing two
inconsistent conclusions from the evidence dadgrevent an administrative agency’s finding
from being supported by substantial eviden&@nhsolo v. Fed. Maritime Comm’883 U.S.
607, 620 (1966). The “key question is not whethere is substantiavidence that could
support a finding of disability, but whethiiere is substantiavidence to support the
Commissioner’s actual finding thakaimant is not disabledJamerson v. Chatef 12 F.3d

1064, 1067 (9th Cir. 1997). The ALJ concluded Plaintiff would have more than minimal
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limitations from the impairments in combination. 6. And as discussed in more detail here
the erroneous finding did not materially afféo¢ ultimate non-disability determination.

2. Medical Evidence

Plaintiff contends the ALJ erred in cdading that none athe specialists or
ophthalmologists who examined her found abjective findings, laboratory tests, or
examination findings to support her allegati@msl argues that many physicians described
clinical findings to support BIntiff's testimony. The record do@®t support this contention.

The ALJ gave great weight to the testimarfiyhe Benton W. Boone, M.D., the medical
expert who testified at the hearing. Dodde found no ophthalmologic impairment that would
meet or equal a Listing, Tr. 44-48e testified that Plaintiff doasot have a decrease in centra
vision; her vision was 20/20 imoth eyes; there are no medicabphthalmological findings in

the record which would give rige Plaintiff's complaints and #re was no apparent basis for

g

symptoms or degree of symptoms she claimdd.could not say if it was purposeful, but therg
was no evidence showing the existence of a medically determinable impalan&he ALJ
noted that Dr. Boone is an ophthalmology ekpbat he had the opportunity to review
Plaintiff's records, and that his opinion is cmtent with the objective evidence in the record,
which show no abnormalities that suppibet degree of limitations alleged. Tr. 23.

Although a treating physician's opinion is gextly afforded the greatest weight in
disability cases, it is idinding on an ALJ with respect to teeistence of an impairment or thg
ultimate determination of disabilitj/lagallanes v. Bower881 F.2d 747, 751 (9th Cir.1989).
When there is a conflict betweéme opinions of a treating phigian and another physician, as
here, the ALJ may disregard themipn of the treating physician onif he sets forth “specific

and legitimate reasons suppakrtey substantial evidence tine record for doing sol’ester v.
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Chater, 81 F.3d 821, 830 (9th Cir.1995ge also Cotton v. Bower9 F.2d 1403, 1408 (9th
Cir.1986). Although the contragpinion of a non-examining medical expert does not alone
constitute a specific, legitimate reason fgecéing a treating or examining physician's opiniorn
it may constitute substantial evidence when it is consistent with other independent eviden
the recordMagallanes 881 F.2d at 752.

The Court finds the ALJ gave sufficient reas, supported by substantial evidence in |
record, for rejecting the opinions of Drs. W& hoi, Nguyen, and Kooiker, who opined that
Plaintiff could not worlk{either temporarily, on a part time bagsat all) because those opinio

were not supported by objective medical fingB to support the exence of Plaintiff’s

ce in

he

condition. When confronted with conflicting medioginions, an ALJ need not accept a treating

physician’s opinion that is conclusorgdabrief and unsupported by clinical findinggee Matney
v. Sullivan 981 F.2d 1016, 1019 (9th Cir.1992).

Dr. May — August 5, 2015

In an August 25, 2015 report to Washington’s Department of Labor and Industries,
Eugene May, M.D. stated that Plaintiff “is unh@to return to work because of a chronic
headache syndrome causing pain and photosetysitixposure to almost the least amount of
light results in her experiencing pain to the level that sheotamork.” Tr. 621 (Ex. 10F, p. 3).
He also stated that the “restran is temporary” and that PHiff “is capable of any physical
activity that does not redpe exposure to light.Id. Dr. May recommended that Plaintiff pursug
“comprehensive headache management” (taideeimedication, Botox injections and nerve
blocks), psychotherapy, and ongonagitine eye care. Tr. 622.

The ALJ gave little weight to this opinidas it appears to be based on the claimant’s

reports as his examination yielded no abnoiindings. The claimant’sision was normal and
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there were no abnormalities that would intliog any limitations or impairments.” Tr. 24. The
Court does not find that the ALJ erred inigg little weight toDr. May’s opinion.

Plaintiff argues that Dr. Maselied on much more than ihewn reports, but her citations
to the record are those portioofisDr. May’s notes where he mserely repeating what Plaintiff
told him of her condition. For exate, Dr. May refers to Plairffis reports that her pain had
decreased, she was experiencing less photosensitivity, she wis raslé more, and that Dr.
Sullivan (her treating ophthalmologist), hagygested to her that she was exaggerating and
recommended that she return to work. Dr. Mapakviewed visual éld testing, neurological
examinations, and CT scans performed in Jandebruary, and March of 2014 and June of
2015 — all of which were normdd., at 620. Dr. May’s neuro-ophthalmic examination of
Plaintiff on August 25, 2015 was also normal. Tr(ER. 10F). Other thalisting the results of
the examination, Dr. May offered no comments. Although Plaintiff’'s counfe¥k that missing
several of the pseudoisochromailates during her eye examiiwa is somehow significant, Dr
May does not comment on the resultshe colored blind test or pkain how this is relevant to
Plaintiff's ability to function in light ofa chronic headache syndrome causing pain and
photosensitivity.

Dr. Jon C. Kooiker

On February 18, 2014, Plaintiff was firseseby Dr. Kooiker, a neurologist, who
assessed “chronic headache possiibironic migraine with assiated photic sensitivity — no
medications and no imaging stadirequired.” Tr. 426-427 (Ex. 2F, pp. 6-7). Dr. Kooiker did
examine Plaintiff or offer an opion regarding Plaintiff's functionality (contrary to counsel’s
argument — Dr. Kooiker’s notations that Pldintiad experienced headaches since her mid-2

could tolerate only 40 watt lighiulbs, and could not functiaghrough much of the day — was
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merely a recitation of Plaintiff's reports on her functioning (see Tr. 424)). Instead, Dr. Kooi
noted that given her currestibjective symptoms of chranpain syndrome and migraine
headache, Plaintiff would need a neuro-ophtloédigist to explain the pathophysiology of her
presentation and document some type oéctinje findings to submit to the Washington
Department of Labor and Industries as sherémntly has a syndrome with out [sic] a more
secure diagnosis and causation.” Dkt. 611 (Exp8B). The ALJ did not err in summing up th
results of Dr. Kooiker’'s treatment &faintiff in his opinion. See Tr. 22.

Dr. Youngbin Choi

After Drs. Kooiker and May labeled Plaiffis condition as “oculamigraine,” Plaintiff
sought a second opinion and documentation fodisability case from Dr. Choi on June 1,
2016. Tr. 400. Dr. Choi saw Plaintiff on Jubg2016 and again on August 16, 2016. Dr. Choi
noted that Plaintiff was alert, with normal mostrength, gait and stance. He noted intermitte
facial twitching but not facial nerve palsy. Haginosed Plaintiff with fght related optic nerve
injury, chronic refractory photophobia, etigly unclear” and “pathophysiology ...unclear”. He
recommended that she continue with eomative treatmenilr. 399-404 (Ex. 22E/9).

On August 16, 2016, Dr. Choi noted PIdirdisymptoms remained the same. In a
section of his report entitledriierval history,” Dr. Choi liste@laintiff's daily activities as
related to him by Plaintiff. Tr408. Dr. Choi’s assessment inclddéght related optic nerve
injury and chronic refractory photophobia, etmpjaunclear” and he then opd that Plaintiff “is
able to return to work only part time ...2-3 hquar day what she feetemfortable with.” Tr.
410.

The ALJ concluded that Dr. Choi’s opiniof Plaintiff's curren level of functioning

(that she is only able to return to work piarte for two to three hours per day) “per his notes,
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was based on the claimant’s statements thehak not returned to normal activities such as
cooking, seeing friends, and using the computerTr.”24. The ALJ gave little weight to Dr.
Choi’s opinion because “the record does not include any causation or objective evidence
deformity, disease, or injury that suppdtts finding of any lintations” and Plaintiff's
“allegations and reports an®t consistent with the nimral findings found throughout the
record.”ld. This was not erroiSee, e.gMatney 981 F.2d at 1019 (“An ALJ need not accept
treating physician’s opian that is conclusory and brieahd unsupported by clinical findings.”)

Lan Nguyen, M.D.

Dr. Nguyen diagnosed Plaintiff with magne and associatguhotophobia. Tr. 561. Dr.
Nguyen saw Plaintiff on several occasitresween January 2014 and December 2014. By
December 28, 2014, Plaintiff reported that her hebhds were ninety-five percent improved,
she still wore dark glasses around the houseuwable to drive, use the computer, or watch
television, and was still having eye stramdghotophobia. Tr. 558. The ALJ summarized Dr.
Nguyen’s treatment as follows:

Dr. Nguyen provided multiple forms [Shareeave Medical Certificates to the

State of Washington] on the claimant'sha#. In February of 2014, she stated

that the claimant has severe migraisece the incident. She believed the

claimant would be able to returnwark on April 1, 2014 (Exhibit 5F/51). On

April 24, 2014, she stated that the olant has chronic migraines with eye

injury/strain. She stated that the clamhavas unable to work due to light. The

claimant got new glasses in April 2014 and had an improvement in symptoms.

She anticipated that the claimant wordturn to work in two months (Exhibit

5F/67). On June 26, 2014, Dr. Nguyenexdaihat the claimant has chronic

migraines with eye strain due to expasto bright light. She opined that the

claimant is unable to perform seventygant of her past work and would never

return to her job due to thatability (Exhibit 5F/9).

The ALJ concluded, “[l]ittle weight is gen to her opinion asis not based on any

demonstrated abnormality, nor any signs or findings. It appears these limitations are basg

solely on the claimant's reports, which are noitststent with any of the objective evidence in
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the record. All examinationdiew normal vision.” Tr. 23-24.

Plaintiff argues that Dr. Nguyen was abdebase her opinions on her clinical

observations of Plaintiff's impaired functioniiagy her many medical appointments and that the

issue here is not whether Plaintiff has ndrmsual acuity but whether she has severe
photophobia. However, other than noting thatrRitiiwas wearing dark glasses, Dr. Nguyen
made no clinical observations of “Plaintg#fimpaired functioning at her many medical
appointments” and Plaintiff has not identdiany in the record. Moreover, Dr. Nguyen
performed no eye exams, visual acuity tests, blostd,t€T scans, or anyhar diagnostic test tg
determine whether an objective basis formi#is complaints existed and, when such
diagnostic tests were performed by others, thexe all negative. Dr. Nguyen also did not
prescribe any medication or ttegent for the described chromugraine condition, which in Dr.
Nguyen’s opinion was severe enough to keemBtafrom completing seenty percent of her
work.

Dr. Nguyen'’s opinion that Pldiff is unable to perform semy percent of her work is
unsupported by rationale, treatment notes, or objective medical findings. Therefore, the A
not err in giving littleweight to this opinion.

Norman Staley, M.D. and Gordon Hale, M.C.

Plaintiff argues that the findingsf Dr. Staley and Dr. Haleontradict the ALJ’s findings
that she had no severe medlicdeterminable impairment. On August 22, 2014, Dr. Staley
assessed Plaintiff for the State agency on Aug2s2014. He noted thBfaintiff's migraines
and diseases of white blood cells were seiepairments, and opined that she could perform
medium work but must avoid concentrateg@sure to hazards (Ex. 2A). Tr. 114. Dr. Hale

assessed Plaintiff for the State agency on Aprd015 and affirmed Dr. Staley's opinion. He

ORDER AFFIRMING AND DISMISSING WITH PREJUDICE - 9

1J did




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

also opined that the claimant should avoi@briight (Ex. 4A). The ALJ found no basis in the
medical conditions for limiting Plaintiff to mediumork but gave great weight to the limitation
regarding hazards and brigtghits are given great weight flois alternative finding and he
included the limitations in Plairftis RFC. TR. 24. Thus, the ALJdlinot err in his consideratiol
of this medical evidence.
Other Medical Evidence

Plaintiff argues that other medical evidence supports her testimony about her funct

S

onal

limitations. Plaintiff cites to Dr. Laurence Schadt's December 9, 2013 medical note on which

he wrote “migraines with extreme photophobia,” But Schadt also noted he could not exami
Plaintiff “due to photophobia” (Tr. 420nd on January 9, 2014, he noted a “spontaneous
improvement” of her photophobia “over 7 weekstliaadvised Plaintiff to return to work and
seek “neurology E&N” (Tr. 419). Plaintiff alsotes to Dr. Joseph Ye’s medical note of March
13, 2014. But Dr. Ye merely found that Plaintifffequent migraine-lie headaches could be
associated with upper respiratory symptoms sscbhronic sinusitignd after finding an
increase in inner ear fluid accumulation, recomdsal Zyrtec to alleviate her symptoms. Tr.
444. On May 16, 2016, Dr. David V. Pratt, assédssliopathic headaches and photophobia,
possibly early blepharospasm, and eye painpiarely recommended that Plaintiff keep an
appointment with a neurologist for her headacresmake an appointment with an optometri
Tr. 405.

Thus, it is unclear how these medical notggpert Plaintiff's claim that she is unable tg
work at all due to debilitating migraines and photophobia.
B. The ALJ Did Not Err in Eval uating Plaintiff's Allegations

In evaluating the effect of pain and atlsgmptoms on Plaintiff's RFC, the ALJ must
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determine if the Plaintiff’'s medically determinalimpairments could reasonably be expected
produce some of the alleged sympto®se20 C.F.R. § 404.1529. If so, the ALJ must next

evaluate the intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of the symptoms to determine the ¢
to which they limit the Plaintiff's capacity for workee Id If there is no evidence of

malingering, the ALJ may reject Plaintiff's taabny about the severity of his symptoms only

making specific findings statingear and convincing reasongported by substantial evidence

for doing soSmolen v. ChateB0 F.3d 1273, 1283-84 (9th Cir. 199Bpllins v. Massanayi261
F.3d 853, 857 (9th Cir. 2001).

Plaintiff alleged that she hagtreme light sensitivity witheadaches that requires her t
spend most of her time in bed; she lives i lights off, coversver the windows, and only
goes outdoors at dawn and dusk, and needsdarable assistance from her husband. Tr. 26.
The ALJ reviewed Plaintiff's allegations ofsaibling limitations and provided several legally
acceptable reasons for concluding that theeawgd was not consistent with Plaintiff's
allegationsj.e., Burch v. Barnhart400 F.3d 676, 680 (9th Cir. 2005).

First, the ALJ noted that Plaintiff's allegatiowgre inconsistent with the totality of the
evidence in the record and thegr testimony and that of her husband regarding the degree ¢
sensitivity to light was more extreme than whlaé previously told Drs. Kooiker and Nguyen
(she told them she could toleratenlight with glasses (Exs. 2iad 4F/40) and is more extreme
that what she reported in Hesbor and Industries claim (Ex. 7B, 21-25)). The ALJ also note
that Plaintiff's account in her testimony of how the injury aoed did not make sense as she
testified that the light source was behind her ardetivas no reflective material in front of hern
and that this testimony also differed from stateis she gave elsewhere where she stated th

she looked into the light sourcethie reflection given off the mobile (Ex. 17E/17). Tr. 26. Thi
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was not error as inconsistencies in a claimaetsimony can undermine the weight that can |
given to a claimant’'s symptom repor8eee.g, Fair v. Bowen 885 F.2d 597, 603 (9th Cir.
2007) (An ALJ may consider inconsistenciesastimony or between testimony and conduct,
daily activities, and unexplained or inadequatetplained, failure to seek treatment or follow
prescribed course of treatment).

Next, the ALJ noted that Plaintiff's trélag) opthalmologist, Dr. Sullivan, felt that she
was exaggerating her symptoms, and that thisramdes the weight that can be given to her
symptoms. Tr. 26. Plaintiff countettsat the ALJ was just repeatimdhat Plaintiff related to Dr.
May and as the record contains no evidence from Dr. Sullivan, this is not a proper reason
discount her testimony. Dkt. 18 at 6 (citing Tr. 6IB)e Court notes that Plaintiff repeated thi
statement in her sworn answers to interrogatories submitted to the Department of Labor &
Industries SeeTr. 354 (Ex. 17E, p. 29However, to the extentéhALJ erred in relying on
Plaintiff's statements as to whiagr treating doctor told her, the error is harmless as he gave
sufficient clear and convincing other reasongsuted by substantial elence for discrediting
her symptom testimony.

The ALJ also noted activities that seemebtléanconsistent with the degree of activity
Plaintiff claimed, such as exesaig daily and weekly visits with friend at Starbucks. Tr. 26.
See Ghanim v. Colvir63 F.3d 1154, 1165 (9th Cir. 2014k(f{gaging in activities that are
incompatible with the severity of symptomkeged can support an adverse credibility
determination.”) “Even where thesctivities suggest some ddfilty functioning, they may be
grounds for discrediting the claimant’s testimonyhte extent that they contradict claims of a

totally debilitating impairment.Molina v. Astrue674 F.3d 1104, 1113 (9th Cir. 2012).
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Finally, the ALJ noted that &htiff alleged “photosensitity, pain, and difficulty even

keeping her eyes open.” Tr. 26. However, thel Abserved that “no doctor has found evideng

to support these claims. Her allegations cannaeeled upon because of this inconsistency.” T

26.SeeBray v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admis54 F.3d 1219, 1227 (9th Cir. 2009) (An ALJ mg
consider the lack of supportimdpjective evidence when evatirg an individual's complaints,
as long as it is not the yrfactor considered.)

In sum, the ALJ did not err in his assessment of Plaintiff's testimony as his assessr
was supported by specific, cteand convincing reasons.
C. The ALJ Did Not Err In Eval uating Lay Witness Testimony

Plaintiff's husband testified th&tlaintiff's sensitivity to light is very extreme — he had {

do most of the tasks; she is up very few houthénday; he had to blacken the entire house; |

mostly lives in the garage because he cannothatatevision or work on the computer near her;

she cannot drive and has to ride with a towel derhead; he had to move in with friends aft
he was injured in a motorcycle accident in May of 2015 because she could not help him u
fell; there is very little lightn their house; she cannot use a computer, drive a vehicle, be
exposed to direct sunlighdr go out and see friends.

The ALJ considered his testimony but did give them great weight because “his
testimony regarding the degree ofisiivity to the light is more extreme than the claimant ha
previously told Dr. Kooiker and Dr. Nguyen”; “@so more extreme than the claimant's repor
elsewhere in the record (See, Exhibit 17E/19, 21:26)d “[h]is reports a& not consistent with
the totality of the evidence in the record.” Tr. 23.

One germane reason is sufficient to thslit statements from a lay witheS&alentine v.

Comm’r Soc. Sec. Admja74 F.3d 685, 694 (9th Cir. 2009). When a lay witness’s statemer

ORDER AFFIRMING AND DISMISSING WITH PREJUDICE - 13

e

Ly

nent

(0]

e

-

e

D if he

U7

ts

nts




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

are similar to a claimant’s complaints, the Ad 3¢asons for rejecting a claimant’s statementg
shall apply to the lay witness’s statememalenting 574 F.3d at 694. And, although lack of
medical support for lay witness statemdstsot a reason to discredit theedrich v.
Berryhill, 874 F.3d 634, 640 (9th Cir. 2017), inconsisyewth medical evidence is sufficient,
Bayliss v. Barnhart427 F.3d 1211, 1218 (9th Cir. 2005). the ALJ noted, the testimony of

Plaintiff's husband regarding the degree of $amsitivity to light was more extreme than

Plaintiff reported to her doctors and more extreéhaa Plaintiff reported elsewhere in the record.

Tr. 23, 344-50. This reasoning is specific and garento the lay witness’ testimony and is
sufficient.Dodrill v. Shalalg 12 F.3d 915, 918-19 (9th Cir. 1993).
CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the Commissioner’s decisi@RFRMED and this case is
DISMISSED with prejudice.

DATED this 31st day of January, 2019.

157

BRIAN A. TSUCHIDA
Chief United States Magistrate Judge
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