Freeman

v. Colvin

INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA
AT CHARLESTON
TERESA RENEE FREEM AN,
Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No. 2:12-cv-05451

MICHAEL J. ASTRUEY,
COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This is an action seeking review of the final demsof the Commissioner of
Social Securitydenying Plaintiffs applicatiors for supplemental security income (SSI),
under TitleXVI of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.@.13811383f. Presently pnding
before the Court are Plaintiffs Brief in Supporf dudgment (ECF No. 13) and
Defendant’s Brief in Support of Defendant’s DecisiCF No. 14). Both parties have
consented to a decision by the United States MeajistJudge.

Claimant, Teresa Renee Freeman, filed an applioafbo Social Security Income
benefits February 3, 2009, alleging disability begng February 3, 2009. Claimant
alleges disability due to the following medical ebtions: “head fracture, loss of right
eye and mental issue$Tr. at 140). The claims were denied initially cdeptemberl4,
2009, and upon reconsideration dhecember &8, 2009. Thereafter, Claimant filed a
written request for hearing onlanuary 20, 2010. Claimant appeared at an

administrative hearing held by axministrative Law Judge on Septémr 9, 20D, in

10n February 14, 2013, Carolyn W. Colvin became #Aeting Commissioner of Social Security. Under
Fed. R. Civ. P. 25(d)(1) and 2 U.S.C. § 405(g), @ar W. Colvin is automatically substituted as the
defendant in this action.
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Charleston, West Virginia. A decision denyingetblaims was issued on Octobet, 2
2010. Claimant’s request for review by the Appeals @oili was denied onJuly 19,
2012. Claimant brought the presenttam seeking judicial review of the administrative
decision pursuant to 42 U.S.§£405(Qg).

Under 42 U.S.C§ 423(d)(5) and§ 1382c(a)(3)(H)(i), a claimant for disability
benefits has the burden of proving a disabiliBge Blalock v. Richardson, 483 F.2d773,
774 (4th Cir. 1972). A disability is defined asethinability to engage in any substantial
gainful activity by reason of any medically determmable impairment which can be
expected to last for a continuous period of nosldsan 12 months . .. .42 U.S.C.§
423(d)(1)(A).

The Social Security Regulations establish a "segiaérevaluation” for the
adjudication of disability claims. 20 C.F.B§ 404.1520, 416.920 (2@L If an
individual is found "not disabled" at any step, thuer inquiry is unnecessary.ld. §§
404.1520(a), 416.920(a). The first inquiry undee tsequence is whether a claimant is
currently engaged in substantial gainful employmerd. §§ 404.1520(b), 416.920(b).
If the claimant is not, the second inquiry is whethclaiman suffers from a severe
impairment.ld. §§404.1520(c), 416.920(c). If a severe impairmergrissent, the third
inquiry is whether such impairment meets or equaly of the impairments listed in
Appendix 1to Subpart P of the Administrative RegidnsNo. 4. 1d. §§ 404.1520(d),
416.920(d). If it does, the claimant is found diked and awarded benefitdd. If it
does not, the fourth inquiry is whether the claitfianimpairments prevent the
performance of past relevant workld. §§ 404.1520(e), 46.920(e). By satisfying
inquiry four, the claimant establishespaima facie case of disability.Hall v. Harris,
658 F.2d 260, 264 (4th Cir. 1981). The burden thlkifts to the CommissionekcLain
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v. Schweiker, 715 F.2d 866, 86&9 (4th Cir. 1983), and leads to the fifth and fina
inquiry: whether the claimant is able to performhet forms of substantial gainful
activity, considering claimant's remaining physiaald mental capacities and claimant's
age, educaon and prior work experience. 20 C.F§3.404.1520(f), 416.920(f) (2@].
The Commissioner must show two things: (1) that ¢l@mant, considering claima’st
age, education, work experience, skills and physstartcomings, has the capacito
perfoom an alternative joland (2) that this specific job exists in the naabeconomy.
McLamorev. Weinberger, 538 F.2d 572, 574 (4th Cir. 1976).

In this particular case, the ALJ determined thati@lant satisfied the first
inquiry becausshehas not engagkin substantial gainful activity since tla@plication
date (Tr. at )1 Under the second inquiry, the ALJ found that Clamhauffers from the
severe impairments of blindness in her right eysstgoenteritis; gastroesphageal reflux
disease; lumbago; cécal strain; hypertension; cognitive disorder, 8Cdepression;
and personality disorder, NOSLId() At the third inquiry, the ALJ concluded that
Claimants impairments do not meet or equal the level oesiey of anyListings in 20
CFR Part 404, SubpaP, Appendix 1 (Tr. at 33 The ALJ then found that Claimant has
a residual functional capacity (RFC) fadmited light work, reduced by nonexgonal
limitations? (Tr. at 14. The ALJ found that Claimant has no relevant pastkwo

amounting to signifiant gainful activity (Tr. at 18). Ae ALJ concluded that Claimant

? Claimant can never be expodeto climbing of ladders, ropes and scaffolds, hdpais machinery,
unprotected heights or operational control of mgvinachinery; all other postural activities would e
more than occasional, that is climbing of ramps atairs, balancing, stoopingnkeling, crouching and
crawling; she would need to avoid concentrated sype to extreme cold, excessive vibrations and
excessive noise; she only has the use of one eykese are limitations in depth perception andnaitied
field of visions, which exades driving as she also does not have a driia@nse; based on no work
history and some cognitive problems she is limitedsimple and routine and rejpt@te unskilled tasks
and she neds a low stress job which is defined as no moemtbccasionadecision making or changes in
the work setting; she can tolerate no more tharasiomal interaction with the publ{@r. at14).
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could performlimited light exertionajobs such asail room clerk, hand packer and file
clerk. On this basis, énefits were denie(Tlr. at19).

Scope of Review

The sole issue before this court is whether thalfaecision of the Commissioner
denying the claim is supported by substantial ewmke In Blalock v. Richardson,
substantial evidence was defined as

“evidencewhich a reasoning mind would accept as sufficient

to support a particular conclusion. It consistsradre than a

mere scintilla of evidence but may be somewhat thss a

preponderance. If there is evidence to justify &sal to

direct a verdict were the case before a jury, thleare is

'substantial evidencé.
Blalock v. Richardson, 483 F.2d 773, 776 (4th Cir. 1972) (quotibgws v. Celebrezze,
368 F.2d 640, 642 (4th Cir. 1966)). Additionallfjaet Commissioner, not the Court, is
charged with resolvig conflicts in the evidenceHaysv. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456
(4th Cir. 1990). Nevertheless, the Coufitsust not abdicate their traditional functions;
they cannot escape their duty to scrutinize theréas a whole to determine whether
the conclusions reached are ratiohaDppenheim v. Finch, 495 F.2d 396, 397 (4th Cir.
1974).

A careful review of the recordwhich includes medical records, revedlse

decision of the Commissioner is supported by sutsdéhevidence.

Claimants Background

Claimant was born on March 17, 196&laimant completed the eleventh grade in
1982 (Tr. at 30). Claimant did not attend special ediuoa classes (Tr. aBl, 146).
Claimant hasfour daughters. Claimant angoungestdaughter live with Claimant’s

mother. In a disaility report, Claimant stated that her illnessegan to interfere with



her ability to work on February 5, 209(Tr. at 140). Claimant reported to being fired
due to missing too much work.Ild.) Claimant reported that she stopped working
because “ltwas to[o] hard for [her] to keep a job.” Claima®jpated to working in fast
food,atfood preparatiomplants andor a maid servic€Tr. at 141698-699).

Claimant’s treatment records demonstrate that obréary 5, 2001, Claimant
was treated aMeridia Huron Hosptialn Cleveland, Ohipwhere she reported that she
was carjacked and assaulted. Claimant was brotghhe hospital in an ambulance.
Claimant reported that she was hit in the head ipleltimes with a shot gun. Claimant
was found m the trunk of her car (Tr. at 218). Claimant dmhisexual assault in the
Emergency Room.Id.)

On March 8, 2007, Claimant was seen by MetroHeaWthdical Center in
Cleveland, Ohio, due to complaints of low bgzkin and a headach@r. at 244246).
Notes from treatment at MetroHealth Medical Centertestahat Claimant “was
demanding IV narcotics,” asserting that the MediCahter was not controlling her pain
(Tr. at 246). The notes state that Claimant “hdemg standing [history of] oxycontin
use fa chronic low back pain.”

On August 25, 2009, Elizabeth Durham, M.A., perf@dna Neuropsychological
Screening Profile for the West Virginia Disabiliyetermination Service (Tr. at 697
701). Ms. Durham reported Claimant’s social fuaging to be withn normal limits.
Claimant reported her disability onset date andknMoterference date to be “one year
ago” (Tr. at 698). Claimant reported a disabiltgte of “five years ago.” It is unclear

what Claimant is referring to as a disability dai® opposed to an onset date. Neither

3 Claimant reports her last day of work as Februar®01. However, Claimant is alleging disability
beginning February 3, 2009.



Claimant’s alleged onset date of one year ago saldility date of five years ago coincide
with her application asserting disability as of Feéry 3, 2009* Claimant reported that
she was not receiving mental health treatme Claimant testified that she went to
Prestera twice but didn't go back due to allegesdiés with the doctors (Tr. at 35).

Claimant denied drinking alcohol or using drugs.heSdenied history of
substance use, treatment for abuse and arrestdrfging under the influence and
public intoxication (Tr. at 698). Claimant admittéo being arrested once for petty theft
(Tr. at 699). Claimant denied having any learndhgpbility. Claimant reported to being
fired from Hardee’s and Mighty Maids for miag too much work (Tr. at 69899).
Upon Mental Status Examination, Ms. Durham foundi@lant’s immediate and recent
memories, concentration and psychomotor behaviobgonormal (Tr. at 699). Ms.
Dunham reported Claimant’s recent memory to be nildeficient. Claimant’s
Intellectual Assessment reflected a Verbal 1Q of B8rformance 1Q of 77 and Full Scale
IQ of 78. Ms. Dunham reported Claimant’s prognosisbe fair (Tr. at 700). Ms.
Dunham reported Claimant as interacting approplyadering theexamination. Ms.
Dunham found Claimant’s social functioning to bethvithn normal limits. Claimant’s
persistence and pace were within normal limits @ir701). Ms. Dunham reported that
if disability benefits are granted, Claimant is a@yjpe of managinfnances.

On August 27, 2009, A. Rafael Gomez, M.D., conductedPhysical Residual
Functional Capacity assessment of Claimant (Tr.7@8710). Dr. Gomez assessed
Claimant as able to perform reduced light work wtbstural limitations (Tr. at 708).

On September 12, 2009, Holly Cloonan, Ph.D., perfornmedgsychiatric review of

4 Ayear prior to Ms. Durham’s State agency consudtatvould have been approximately August 2008,
and five years prior would have been approximafelgust 2004. Both alleged dates occur before
Claimant’s application date of February 3, 20@8eging disability on February 3, 2009
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claimant. Dr. Cloonan reported that Claimant destoated a medically determinable
impairment that did not precisely satisfy the diagtic criteria for Listings 12.02
(Organic Mental Disorders) and 12.04 (Affective Disorders)r.(at 711712). Dr.
Cloonan rated Claimant’s functional limitations attivities of daily living, social
functioning as mild. Claimant did not experienceyapisodes of decompensation. Dr.
Cloonan reprted Claimant’s degree of functional limitation asoderate (Tr. at 721).
Dr. Cloonan concluded that Claimant is able to heand perform uncomplicated work
like activities in a setting with few distractiofsr. at 727).

On December 14, 2009, JosephSkhaver, Ph.D., conducted a psychiatric review
of Claimant (Tr. at 74%57). Dr. Shaver rated Claimant’s functional liatibns in
activities of daily living, social functioning andoncentration, persistence or pace as
moderate (Tr. at 751). Claimantaw reported to have experienced one or two episodes
of decompensation. Dr. Shaver concluded that Gitrretains the mental capacity to
operate in routine, low pressure, weltke situations that require only two or three step
operations, limited sociahteraction and minimal production quotas (Tr. &7)Y.

On July 23, 2010after Claimant had filed a written request foradministrative
hearing on her disability claim, Sheila Kelly, M,Aompleted a psychological evaluation
of Claimant (Tr. at 79807). Ms. Kelly’s evaluation reported that Claimamdd been
unemployed for over 10 years (Tr. at 799). Claimeaported the longest she had ever
held a job was fothree or four months with Mighty Maids (Tr. at 799). Claimant
reported that she last worked fiolighty Maids approximately 12 years prior. Claintan
believad the carjacking incident occurred in 2000d.j Claimant reported to Ms. Kelly
that when she was carjacked, the perpetrator fohaxdto have oral sex, hit her in the

head with a shotgun and locked her in the trunkef car. Claimant reported that a
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police officer found her in the trunk o¢lie car after the perpetrator was pulled over for
running a red light. Claimant reported to Ms. Kehat a few years after the carjacking,
she was assaulted by a boyfriend who dragged hendmme stairs and brokeer jaw.
(Id.)

Ms. Kelly reported that “Although, [Claimant] demsieny history of alcohol or
drug use, her medical records are fairly clearnidicating that several times slkended
up in the emergency room either drunk or seekinglizegions, whether legitimately or
illegitimately. Ms. Kelly reported to reviewing medical records thabeled Claimant as
“drug seeking” (Tr. at 800). Ms. Kelly stated th@aimant “seems tase the emergency
room for the provision of primary care.” Claimanmgported to taking two Lortab per day
and frequently running out before the end of thentho Claimant stated that at times
“she ends up in withdrawal once her Lortab is extad” (Tr.at 802). Ms. Kelly
administered an intellectual assessment and regdCteimant’s scores as a Verbal 1Q
of 73, Performance IQ of 69 and a Full 1Q of 69 .(a&t 804). Ms. Kelly noted that
Claimant’s “scores are rather markedly lower thhnde obtainedby Elizabeth Durham
in September of 200'qTr. at 804805). Further, Ms. Kelly stated that Claimant’s “test
effort tended to be a little inconsistent” (Tr.&Q5). Ms. Kelly reported that “[Claimant]
has a history of some episodic alcohol abuse, dpmeeking behavior, multiple
emergency room trips and very poor judgment. Aliplo she states that these issues
developed after a carjacking in 2000 with signifitdeating, she had issues mverior
to the carjacking” (Tr. at 80-B06).

Ms. Kelly reported that Claimant’s driver’s licens@assuspended but Claimant
could notrecall why (Tr. at 806). Ms. Kelly stated that {ohant “has never consistently

been employed for any substantial length of tinfgpically she simply doesnt come t
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work or | suspect, is terminated.” Ms. Kelly ndtéhat Claimant stormed out of her last
appointment at the Prestera Cenéerdthat she suspected Claimant “may have some
issues of opiod dependence and episodic alcohosalaithough she denies this and
medical records are uncleafTr. at 806807). Ms. Kelly concluded that Claimant “may
need some assistance in managing her financialrafédiould she be determined to be
disabled” (Tr. at 807).

Ms. Kelly completed a Medical Source Statement bflity to do WorkRelated
Activities (Mental) form at the request of Claim&nd¢ounsel (Tr. at 80811). Ms. Kelly
reported Claimant to have marked limitations in emgtanding and remembering
detailed instructions; carrying out detailed insttions; performingactivities within a
schedule maintaining regular attendance and being punctysrforming at a
consistent pace; interacting appropriately with gheblic; and accepting instructions
and responding appropriately to criticism from supsors (Tr. at 808309). Ms. Kelly
did not complete the sections of the form askingh@dV medical/clinical finding(s)
support this assessment?” (Tr. at 888)).

Claimant asserts the ALJ failed to accord adequetight to the opinion of Sheila
Kelly, M.A.. Claimant agues the decision is not based on substantial egeleclaiming
the ALJ failed to consider all of her limitations ihe Residual Functional Capacity form
(hereinafter RFC). Claimant asserts the ALJ faitedfollow the analysis under 20
C.F.R. 8 416.935n considering the effects of alcohol and drug abws a finding of
disability.

Defendant asserts that substantial evidence suppbet ALJ’s decision to afford
the opinion of Ms. Kelly, little weight. Defendamasserts the ALJ adequately accounted

for Claimant’s assessed limitations in the RFC asseent. Defendant asserts the ALJ
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did not assess the materiality of Claimant’s dribgige because he found Claimant’s
mental and physical impairmen®tto beadisability.

EvaluatingMental Impairments

The fivestep sequential evaluation process applies to tveduation of both
physical and mental impairments20 C.F.R. § 416.920a (a) (201220 C.F.R. 8
404.1520a (a) (20)2In addition, when evaluating the severity of menbtapairments,
the Social Security Administration implements a ésm@l technique,” outlined at 20
C.F.R. 88 404.1520a and 416.920d.. First, symptoms, signs and laboratory findings
are evaluated to detmine whether a claimant has a medically determl@manental
impairment. 88 404.1520a(b)(1) and 416.920a(b)@p1@). Second, if the ALJ
determines that an impairment(s) exists, the ALJstnspecify in his decision the
symptoms, signs and laboratory dimgs that substantiate the presence of the
impairment(s). 88 404.1520a(b)(1) and (e), 416 &®0(1) and (e) (2I2). Third, the
ALJ then must rate the degree of functional limibdatresulting from the impairment(s).
88 404.152@(b)(2) and 416.920a(b)(2) (2012 Functional limitation is rated with
respect to four broad areas (activities of daiWynlg, social functioning, concentration,
persistence or pace and episodes of decompensatio®)404.152a(c)(3) and
416.920a(c)(3) (2012 The first three ieeas are rated on a famoint scale: None, mild,
moderate, marked and extreme. The fourth areatedron a fowpoint scale: None,
one or two, three, four or more. 88 404.0%%c)(4) and 416.920a(c)(4)(2012A rating
of “none” or “mild” in the first three areas and ating of “none” in the fourth area will
generally lead to a conclusion that the mental immpant is not “severe,” unless the
evidence indicates otherwise. 88 404.18a0)(1) and 416.920a(d)(1) (2012Fourth, if

a mental impairment is “severe,” the ALJ will deteine if it meets or is equivalent in
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severity to a mental disorder listed in Appendix 88 404.152@a(d)(2) and
416.920a(d)(2) (2032 Fifth, if a mental impairment is “severe” bubes not meet the
criteria in the Listings, ta ALJ will assess the claimant’s residual functiboapacity.
88 404.152@(d)(3) and 416.920a(d)(3) (2D)1 The ALJ incorporates the findings
derived from the analysis imis decision:

The decision must show the significant history, lirtdéng

examinatim and laboratory findings, and the functional

limitations that were considered in reaching a dosion

about the severity of the mental impairment(s). @eeision

must include a specific finding as to the degredimftation

in each of the functional aas described in paragraph (c) of

this section.
88 404.152@(e)(2) and 416.920a(e)(2) (2012

The ALJ held that Claimant’s mental impairmentsnsamered singly and in

combination, do not meet or medically equesitings 12.02 (Organic Mental Disords),
12.04 (Affective Disorders)and 12.08(Personality Disordedsrequirements (Tr. ai3).
See, 20 C.F.R. 404 Subpart P, AppendixTo demonstrate a mental impairment under

the Listings, Claimant’s mental impairments mustuk in at least two of thimllowing:

Marked difficulties in maintaining social functioning

Marked restriction in activities of daily living;

Marked difficulties in maintaining concentration, persistence or pace; or
Repeated episodes of decompensation, each of extended duration.

A marked limitation means more than moderate buttibas extreme.The ALJ
assessed Claimant’s functional limitations due tontaéimpairments by reviewing the
Claimant’s reports and the reports of others. Ah& also considered the State agency
opinions. The ALJ concluded that although Claimant ssffblom some functional
limitations form mental impairments, the mental impments are not overly restrictive

(Tr. at 13).
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The ALJ held that Claimant did not experience anwrked limitations in
functioning (Tr. at 13 The ALJ held that Claimant’s activities of dailywilhg were
mildly restricted. Her social functioning and conteation, persistence and pace were
moderately restricted. She did not experience @pysodes of decompensation.
Because Claimant’s mental impairments did not caatdeast two “marked” limitations,
the ALJ found thater mental impairments, considered singly and in conabion, do
not meet or medically equal the criteria of Listnt2.02, 12.04 and 12.0@Tr. at 13).
The ALJ relied on the opinions of psychological consmlt, Ms. Dunham, and the two
state agency psychologists, Dr. Shaver and Dr. iGoo(Tr. at 17). The ALJ included
specific restrictions to account for Claimant’s itations for work (Tr. at 14).Included
in the restrictions were limitations for Claimantsental limitations.

Credibility Determination

The ALJ must accompany his decision with sufficieaMplanation to allow a
reviewing court to determine whether the Commissits decision is spported by
substantial evidence. “[T]he [Commissioner] isu@gd by both the Social Security Act,
42 U.S.C. § 405(b), and the Administrative ProcedAct, 5 U.S.C. § 557(c), to include
in the text of [his] decision a statement of thesens for thatdecision.” Cook v.
Heckler, 783 F.2d 1168, 1172 (4th Cir. 1986). The ALJ#&ectisions should refer
specifically to the evidence iforming the ALJ's conclusion. This duty of expldioa is
always an important aspect of the administrativarge . . . .” Hammond v. Heckler,
765 F.2d 424, 426 (4th Cir. 1985).

Substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s findingtt@imant’s alleged severity
of symptoms was not credible. The ALJ held Claimarstatements concerning the

intensity, persistence and limitindgfects of hersymptoms are not credible to the extent

12



they are inconsistent with the residual functiopsapacity assessment (Tr. #). The
ALJ found Claimant’s credibility to be “fairly podr(ld.) In coming to this conclusion,
the ALJ considered Cimant’s reports and reports by other€laimant reported to
taking Lortab as prescribed for headach&$aimant testified that she has never used
illegal drugs and she has never used cocditavever, on February 5, 2001, Claimant’s
urine drug screen tesd positive for benzodiazepine, cocaine and opiéfesat 228).
On July 8, 2009, Claimant’s urine drug screen tegtesitive for alcohol, cocaine and
benzodiazepines (Tr. at 54816).

Substance Abuse

If a Claimant is found disabled and has medicatlence of drug addiction or
alcoholism, a determination will be made whetheg thrug addiction or alcoholism is a
contributing factor material to the damination of disability. 2@.FR.§ 416.935. The
key factor in determining whether drug addictionalcoholism is a contributing factor
material to the determination of disability is whet Claimant would still be found
disabled if he/she stopped using drugs or alcol®d.the ALJ held that Claimant was
not disabled, a determination of drug addiction aro&lolism was not warranted.

Vocational Expert’s Testimony

At the administrative hearing, the ALJ asked theaoonal Expert (hereinafter
VE) if jobs existed in significant numbers in thational economy that someone with
Claimant’s age, education, past relevant work afmCRas stated above, could perform
(Tr. at 48-56). VE Casey Vasdestified that such a person could penfolight jobs
including mail room clerk, hand packer and filer&ldTr. at 49). Based on VEVass’
testimony, the ALJ ruled that Claimant could penfowork in the national economy,

and theefore,she was not disabled under the Act (Tr.18t20). Pursuant to SSR G0
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4p5, VE Vass'testimony is consistent with the information comtad in the Dictionary
of Occupational Titles.
Conclusion

The ALJS decision was issued on October 21, 2010he ALJ found that
Claimant’s impairment does not meet or medicallu&lgone of the listed impairments
in 20 CFR Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1. Subtsdéhrevidence supports the
determination of the ALJ. The ALJ appropriatelyigleed the evidence of record in its
entirety to determine that Claimant faildd demonstrate thashe was unable to
perform any substantial gainful tadgty. The ALJ fully complied with his duty in
keeping with 20 G~.R. § 404.1523 (20)2 Accordingly, the ALJ denied Claimast’
applications for SSI under the Social Security Act.

After a careful consideration of the evidence ofaml, the Court finds that the
Commissioner’s decision is supported by substangsmidence. Accordingly, by
Judgment Order entered this day, Clam’s Brief in Support of Judgment on the
Pleadings is DENIED, Defendant’s Brief in Supporf Defendant’s Decision is
GRANTED, the final decision of the CommissionerABFIRMED and this matter is
DISMISSED from the docket of this Court.

The Clerk of ths Court is directed to provide copies of this Orteall counsel of
record.

Enter: March 31, 2014.
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l\ Dwane L. Tinsley
—_ United States Magistrate Judge

5Social Security Ruling 0@tp: Titles Il and XVI: Use of Vocational Expert di/ocational Specialist
Evidence, and Other Reliable Occupational Informatin Disability Decisions.
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