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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California reviews a Social Security
disability benefits denial under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court rejects the plaintiff’s challenges to the

ALJ’s residual functional capacity assessment and evaluation of subjective symptom testimony, and

affirms the Commissioner’s final decision.
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affirmed

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner of Social Security's final decision denying Title IT
disability insurance benefits. The parties filed a joint motion for

judicial review.

The court reviews the Commissioner's decision to determine whether
it is supported by substantial evidence and free of legal error. The
court must assess the entire record but may not reweigh the evidence
or substitute its judgment for the ALJ's; when the evidence permits
more than one rational interpretation, the court must uphold the ALIJ's
decision. For subjective symptom testimony, absent malingering, the
ALJ must provide specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by

substantial evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination, including

the limitation to simple, routine tasks.

2. Whether the ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for

discounting Plaintiff's subjective symptom testimony.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence and did not
contain harmful legal error. The ALJ was not required to obtain or identify a single medical opinion that

precisely matched the limitation to simple, routine tasks.

2. The ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for
discounting Plaintiff's subjective symptom testimony, including evidence that treatment improved his

symptoms and that his reported daily activities conflicted with his alleged level of limitation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the denial of benefits will not be disturbed if it is supported by substantial evidence in the record and

contains no legal error.” (at 6)

“The RFC is not a medical opinion, but a legal decision that is expressly reserved for the Commissioner.” (at
10)

“the ALJ may reject the claimant’s statements about the severity of the claimant’s symptoms “only by offering

specific, clear and convincing reasons for doing so.”” (at 18)

“The ALJ therefore provided clear and convincing reasons, supported by substantial evidence, to discount

Plaintiff’s subjective symptom testimony.” (at 24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on degenerative conditions affecting his back, shoulders, and neck, seizure
disorder, migraine headaches, dyslexic learning disorder, obesity, and related symptoms. The ALJ determined
that Plaintiff could perform light work with specified exertional, environmental, and mental limitations,
including work involving simple, routine tasks, but could not perform his past relevant work. Based on
vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ found that Plaintiff could perform jobs existing in significant numbers in

the national economy, including cashier II, marker, and assembler.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits alleging disability beginning July 22, 2016. After an initial
denial and denial on reconsideration, an ALJ denied benefits on February 3, 2021; the Appeals Council
remanded because of technical difficulties with the hearing recording. Following a second hearing, the ALJ
again denied benefits on May 20, 2024, and the Appeals Council denied review on June 25, 2024, making the

ALJ's decision final. The district court affirmed the Commissioner's decision and concluded the litigation.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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