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SUMMARY

The document is findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge of the U.S. District Court for
the Eastern District of California in Araceli Mora’s challenge to the denial of her Social Security
disability insurance benefits. It recommends denying Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment and
affirming the Commissioner’s decision, concluding that the ALJ adequately evaluated Plaintiff’s

symptom testimony and identified work available in the national economy.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the

Commissioner's final decision denying her application for disability
insurance benefits. The magistrate judge issued findings and
recommendations, without oral argument, recommending denial of
Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment and affirmance of the

Commissioner's decision.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), the court may disturb the Commissioner's
decision only if it is unsupported by substantial evidence or based on
legal error. The court must uphold the ALJ's conclusion when the
evidence is susceptible to more than one rational interpretation, may
not substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's, and may not affirm
on a ground not relied on by the ALJ. An error is harmless when

inconsequential to the ultimate nondisability determination.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unreported findings and recommendations; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ provided legally sufficient clear and convincing reasons, supported by substantial

evidence, for discounting Mora's subjective testimony about her mental symptoms.

2. Whether the ALJ failed to identify and resolve an apparent conflict between the vocational expert's
testimony and the Dictionary of Occupational Titles concerning the RFC limitation that work involve

tasks dealing mainly with things rather than people.

3. Whether the ALJ was required to account for Mora's inability to speak, read, or write English in the step-

five vocational analysis under the regulations applicable to her claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ provided clear and convincing reasons for discounting Mora's testimony concerning the
intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of her mental symptoms, and those reasons were supported by
substantial evidence.

2. There was no apparent or obvious conflict between the identified occupations and the RFC limitation
requiring work dealing mainly with things rather than people; therefore, the ALJ had no duty to inquire
further under SSR 00-4p.

3. Under the regulations applicable to Mora's claim, the ALJ was not required to consider her inability to
communicate in English as an educational limitation or include English-language limitations in the

vocational hypothetical.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Overall, the ALJ provided clear and convincing reasons for discounting Plaintiff’s testimony and those

reasons are supported by substantial evidence.” (18)

“Overall, the ALJ did not err in considering the VE’s testimony at step five and the ALJ’s step five

determination is supported by substantial evidence.” (18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mora alleged disability based principally on panic attacks, vertigo, depression, anxiety, amnesia, and related
physical impairments. The ALJ found that her impairments could reasonably produce some alleged symptoms
but determined that the claimed intensity and limiting effects were inconsistent with medical records,
improvement with medication, generally unremarkable mental-status examinations, and activities including

yoga, exercise, travel, cleaning, cooking, driving, and helping her children with homework. Based on an RFC for



a restricted range of light, simple, unskilled work with limited social interaction, the ALJ found at step five that

Mora could perform work as a garment sorter, housekeeping cleaner, or collator operator.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mora filed Title IT and Title XVI applications in September 2019. Her SSI application was denied based on
excess resources, and she did not appeal that determination. Her DIB application was denied initially and on
reconsideration; after a May 25, 2021 hearing, the ALJ found her not disabled on June 21, 2021, and the Appeals
Council denied review on November 29, 2021. Mora then sought district-court review, challenging the ALJ's

evaluation of her symptom testimony and the step-five vocational-expert determination.
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