UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Mark E. Allen v. Leland Dudek

Case No. ED CV 24-2281-E (C.D. Cal. May 21, 2025) - No. ED CV 24-2281-E - Decided May 21, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California reviews the denial of Mark E.

Allen’s application for supplemental security income. The court holds that the Administrative Law

Judge’s residual functional capacity assessment was supported by substantial evidence and that the

ALJ gave legally sufficient reasons for discounting Plaintiff’s subjective complaints. The court

therefore rejects Plaintiff’s challenge to the Commissioner’s decision.
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Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner of Social Security's denial of supplemental security

income benefits.

Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), the court determines whether the
Commissioner's decision is supported by substantial evidence and is
free of legal error. The court must consider the record as a whole and
may not substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ when the evidence

reasonably supports either outcome.
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evidence and subjective symptom testimony

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual-functional-capacity finding and conclusion

that Plaintiff could perform work existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

2. Whether the ALJ provided legally sufficient reasons for discounting Plaintiff's subjective testimony and

statements concerning the intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of his symptoms.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's conclusion that Plaintiff could perform a limited range of light work and could perform jobs
existing in significant numbers in the national economy was supported by substantial evidence and was

not materially legally erroneous.

2. The ALJ did not materially err in discounting Plaintiff's subjective complaints because the ALJ provided
sufficiently specific, permissible reasons supported by the record, including inconsistency with objective
medical evidence, conservative or limited treatment, and evidence that medication controlled or

improved symptoms.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If the evidence can support either outcome, the court may not substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ.”

(Opinion at Standard of Review)

“Because the ALJ’s credibility findings were sufficiently specific to allow this Court to conclude that the ALJ
rejected Plaintiff's testimony on permissible grounds, Moisa v. Barnhart, 367 F.3d at 885, the Court defers to
the ALJ’s credibility findings.” (Opinion at Discussion § I1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on Bartter syndrome, chronic kidney disease, scoliosis, back pain, insomnia,
colon cancer in remission, headaches, blurry vision, and learning disabilities. The ALJ found severe impairments
of unspecified depressive disorder and chronic kidney disease but determined that Plaintiff could perform a
limited range of light work involving simple instructions and no concentrated exposure to certain hazards. The
medical record reflected generally stable renal functioning, normal or largely unremarkable examinations,
medication treatment, and medical opinions supporting limitations no greater than those assessed by the ALJ.

Plaintiff challenged the ALJ's evaluation of his testimony and subjective statements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for supplemental security income in August 2020. An ALJ found that Plaintiff had severe
impairments but retained the residual functional capacity for a limited range of light work and denied benefits

based on vocational-expert testimony. The Appeals Council denied review, and Plaintiff filed this action. The



parties consented to magistrate-judge jurisdiction; the court affirmed the administrative decision and dismissed

the action with prejudice.
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