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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California reviewed the Commissioner of
Social Security’s denial of Israel Villalobos’s application for Supplemental Security Income. The court
held that the administrative law judge’s assessment of the medical opinions, daily activities, and
reported symptoms was supported by substantial evidence and applied the correct legal standards.
Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment was denied, and the Commissioner’s cross-motion for
summary judgment was granted.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying his application for
Supplemental Security Income. The parties filed cross-motions for
summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Commissioner's decision must be upheld if supported by
substantial evidence and based on the correct legal standards.
Substantial evidence is more than a mere scintilla but may be less than
a preponderance and is evidence that a reasonable mind might accept
as adequate. The court reviews the record as a whole, considers
evidence supporting and detracting from the decision, may not
substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's, and may affirm only
on grounds relied upon by the ALJ. Harmless error does not require
reversal when the error is inconsequential to the ultimate nondisability
determination.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; precedential status not identified in
the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ improperly discounted the opinions of psychological examiners Dr. James Wakefield
and Dr. W. Fahnbulleh when assessing Plaintiff's residual functional capacity.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly relied on Plaintiff's daily activities and self-reported symptoms in
evaluating the persuasiveness of Dr. Fahnbulleh's opinion.

3. Whether the Commissioner's finding that Plaintiff was not disabled was supported by substantial
evidence and applied the correct legal standards.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err in finding portions of Dr. Wakefield's and Dr. Fahnbulleh's opinions unpersuasive
because the ALJ provided reasonable, record-supported reasons grounded in the opinions' consistency
with other evidence, the examiners' own findings, prior administrative psychological findings, and
Plaintiff's activities.

2. The ALJ properly considered Plaintiff's activities as evidence that was specifically inconsistent with the
degree of moderate limitations proposed by Dr. Fahnbulleh; the ALJ did not require Plaintiff to be
completely bedridden or helpless to establish disability.

3. The ALJ did not commit reversible error by considering the disconnect between Dr. Fahnbulleh's clinical
observations and the extensive work-related limitations based substantially on Plaintiff's reported
symptoms.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Commissioner’s decision that a claimant is not disabled will be upheld “if it is supported by substantial
evidence and if the Commissioner applied the correct legal standards.”” (Legal standards)

“Plaintiff has failed to demonstrate that ALJ Surh erred in finding Dr. Fahnbulleh’s opinion on Plaintiffs
work-related limitations unpersuasive. No error in the administrative decision merits reversal.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, born in 1995, previously received disability benefits as a child but was found no longer disabled after
turning eighteen. He applied for SSI in 2021, alleging disability based on heart problems, asthma, paralyzed
vocal cords, high blood pressure, and anxiety. The ALJ found severe asthma, ventricular tachycardia, borderline
intellectual functioning, and generalized anxiety disorder, but determined that Plaintiff retained the residual
functional capacity for medium work with restrictions to simple, routine, repetitive tasks, occasional public
contact, and no concentrated exposure to pulmonary irritants. In reviewing the ALJ's treatment of psychological
opinions, the district court relied on the consultative examinations, prior administrative findings, and Plaintiff's
reported daily activities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for SSI on March 26, 2021. After the application was denied initially and on reconsideration, an
administrative law judge held a telephonic hearing and found Plaintiff not disabled. The Appeals Council denied
review, making the ALJ's decision the Commissioner's final decision. Plaintiff filed this action, and the district
court denied his motion for summary judgment, granted the Commissioner's cross-motion, affirmed the final
decision, and ordered judgment for Defendant.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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