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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

ELIZABETH LINN S.,
Plaintiff, No. 2:18CV-00243RHW
V. ORDER GRANTING
DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR
COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT
SECURITY,
Defendant.

Before the Court are the parties’ crasetions for summarjudgment ECF
Nos.13, 15 Plaintiff brings his action seeking judicial review pursuant to 42
U.S.C. § 405(g) of the CommissioradrSocial Securitys final decision, which
deniedherapplication for Disability Insurance Benefits under Title 1l of Buzial
Security Act42 U.S.C 8§ 401434, andherapplication for Supplemental Security
Income under Title XVbf the Act 42 U.S.C813811383F.SeeAdministrative
Record (AR) atl, 15,30. After reviewing the administrative record and briefs file(

by theparties, the Court is now fully informed. For the reasons set forth below,
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CourtGRANTS Defendant’sMotion for Summary JudgmeandDENIES
Plaintiff’'s Motion for Summary Judgment
l. Jurisdiction

Plaintiff filed herapplicatiors for Disability Insurance Benefits and
Supplemental Security Income on July 8, 2(8&eAR 15, 20708, 209218 In
both applications, Plaintiff'alleged onset date of disabiliyas March 1, 2015
AR 15, 207, 210PIlaintiff’'s applicatiors wereinitially denied onSeptember 22,
2015 seeAR 129137, and on reconsideration on January2(l6.SeeAR 140
151. Plaintiff then filed a request for a hearing on February 12, 2016.5%%3.

A hearing with Administrative Law Judge (“ALJJesse K. Bumway

occurred on April 132017. AR 3, 41. OnJune 30, 201, the ALJ issued a

decisionconcluding that Plaintiff was not disabled as defined in the Act and was

thereforeneligible for disability baefitsor supplemental security incom&R 12-
30.0nJune 112018, the Appeals CouncieniedPlaintiff’'s request for review
AR 1-6, thusmaking the ALJ’s ruling the final decision of the CommissioSee
20 C.F.R. §404.981

OnAugust 8§ 2018, Plaintif timely filed the present action challenging the
denial of benefits. ECF N@&. Accordingly,Plaintiff's claims are properly before
this Court pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 405(Q).

I
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Il. Five-Step Sequential Evaluation Process

The Social Security Adefines disability as the “inability to engage in any
substantial gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physical or
mental impairment which can be expected to result in death or which has laste
can be expected to last for a continsi@eriod of not less than twelve month&2’
U.S.C. 83423(d)(1)(A), 1382c(a)(3)(A). A claimant shall be determined to be
under a disability only if the claimant’s impairments sosevee that the claimant
Is not only unable to dberor herprevious wok, but cannot, considering
claimants age, education, and work experience, engage in haysoistantial
gainful work that exists in the national economy. 42 U.S.C. § 1382c(a)(3)(B).

The Commissioner has established a-ftep sequential evaluation pass
for determiningwvhethera claimant is disabled within the meaning of the R6t.
C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4316.920(a)(4)Lounsburry v. Barnhar468 F3d 1111,
1114 (9th Cir. 2006).

Step one inquires whetrthe claimant is presently engagedsnbstantial
gainful activity.”20 C.F.R 88 404.1520(h¥16.920(b) Substantial gainful
activity is defined as significant physical or mental activitiesedor usually done
for profit. 20 C.ER. 88 404.1572416.9721f the claimant is engaged in substantig
activity, heor she is not entitled to disability benefizf. C.F.R. 8§ 404.1571

416.920(b). If not, the ALJ proceeds to step two.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~3
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Step two asks/hetherthe claimant has a severe impairment, or combinatiq
of impairments, that significantly limits the claimant’s physical or mental ability
do basic work activitie20 C.F.R 88 404.1520(¢¥416.920(c)A severe
Impairment is one that has lasted or is expected to last for at least twelve mont
and must be pvenby objective medical evidenc20 C.F.R. 88 404.15089,
416.908009. If the claimant does not have a severe impairment, or combination
impairments, the disability claim is denied andfumdherevaluative stepsra
required. Otemwise, the evaluation proceeds to the third step.

Step three involves a determination of wisgbneof the claimant’s severe
impairments “meets or equals” one of the listed impairments acknowledged by
Commissioner to be sufficiently severe as to prectudistantial gainful activity.
20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(d), 404.1525, 404.1526 & 416.920(d), 4161928526;

20 C.F.R. 8 404 Subpt. P. App. 1 (“the Listing$fthe impairment meets or
equals one of the listed impairments, the claimaperssedisabed and qualifies

for benefitsld. If the claimant is noper sedisabled, the evaluation proceeds to th
fourth step.

Step four examines whedrthe claimant’s residual functional capacity
enables the claimant to perform past relevant work. 20 C.F.R.483851D(e)(f),
416.920(e)f). If the claimant can still perform past relevant work, the clainsant

not entitled to disabilitypenefits and the inquiry ends.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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Step five shifts the burden to the Commissioner to prove that the claimar
able to perform dterwork in the national economy, taking into account the
claimant’s age, education, and worperienceSee20 C.F.R. 88 404.1512(f),
404.1520(g), 404.1560(c) & 416.912(f), 416.920(g), 416.960(c)neet his
burden, the Commissioner must establish that (1) the claimant is capable of
performing oherwork; and (2) such work exists in “significamaimbersn the
national economy.20 C.F.R. 88 404.1560(c)(2); 416.960(c)@gltran v. Astrue
676 F.3d 1203, 1206 (9th Cir. 2012).

lll.  Standard of Review

A district courts review of a final decision of the Commissionegaserned
by 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(gX-he scope of review under § 405(9g) is limited, and the
Commissionéss decision will be disturbed “only if it is not supported by
substantial evidence or is based on legalre’ Hill v. Astrue 698 F.3d 1144,
115859 (9th Cir. 2012) (citing 8 405(g)pubstantial evidence means “more than
mere scintilla but less than a preponderance; it is such relevant evidence as a
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to suppamchusion’ Id. at 1159

In reviewing a denial of benefits, a district court may not substitute its
judgment for that of the ALMatney v. Sullivan981 F2d 1016, 1019 (9th Cir.
1992).When the ALJ presents a reasonable interpretation that is supported by

evidence, it is not the role of the courts to seeguéss itRollins v. Massanayi

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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261 F.3d 853, 85{th Cir. 2001)Even if the evidence in the record is susceptibl
to more than one rational interpretatidnnferences reasonably drawn from the
record supporthe ALJ’s decisionthen the counmust uphold that decision
Molina v. Astrue674 F.3d 1104, 1111 (9th Cir. 2018ge alsd'homas v.
Barnhart 278 F.3d 947, 954 {9 Cir. 2002).
V.  Statement of Facts
The facts of the case are set forth in detail in the transcript of proceeding
and only briefly summarizelere. Plaintiff was49years oldon the allegeddateof
onset. AR82. Sheattended school through the nigtadeandcancommunicate in
English AR 58, 80, 209, 237, 23%laintiff has past worlas a customer service
sales representatiamdcustomer complaint clerldR 28, 90, 240, 247
V. The ALJ’s Findings
The ALJdetermined thaPlaintiff wasnot under a disability within the
meaning of the Acat any timgrom March 1, 2015 (the alleged onset date)
throughJune30, 2017 (the datehe ALJ issuedhedecisior). AR 30.
At step one the ALJ found thallaintiff had not engaged in substantial
gainful activitysince the alleged onset date (citing 20 C.B.R04.157Jet seq).
AR 17.
I

I
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At step two, the ALJ foundPlaintiff had the following severe impairments:
supraventricular tachycardia, cardiomyopathy, morbid obesity, and diabetic
neuropathyciting 20 C.F.R§ 404.1520(c)). AR7.

At step threg the ALJ found thaPlaintiff did not have an impairment or
combination of impairments that met or medically egd#ie severity of one of
the listed impairments in 20 C.F.8404, Subpt. P, Amndix1. AR 21.

At step four, the ALJ foundhat Plaintiffhad the residual functional
capacity to perfornight work as defined ir20 C.F.R.8 404.1567), including the
abilities tostand and walk in combination for a total of two hours in an dight
workday,carry 10 pounds occasionally and five pounds frequentisasionally
perform all other postural activities, and frequently handlle 22. However, the
ALJ found that Plaintiff could not climb ladders, ropes, or scaffolds. AR 22. Theg
ALJ also found that Plaintiff could have no concentrated exposure to extreme ¢
or heat, wetness, pulmonary irritants, or vibration, nor could she have any expc
to hazards such as unprotected heights or moving mechanical parts. BRei?.
these physical limitations, th_J found thatPlaintiff was able to perforrherpast
relevant workas a customer complaint cleskhich is sedentary, skilled warkR
28.

In the alterative,the ALJ alsofoundthatin light of Plaintiff's age,

education, work experience, and residual functional capaoég werejobs that

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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exisedin significant numbers in the national economy #gtadcouldperform. AR

28. These includé a production assembler, electronics worker, aral clerk AR

29.
VI. Issues for Review
Plaintiff argues that the Commissioner’s decision is not free of legal error|
and not supported byibstantial evidenc&CF No. B at 14. Specifically,she

argues the ALJ1) failedto properly evaluate thienctionalimpact ofhermorbid
obesityconditior and(2) improperly discrede&d hersubjectivepaincomplaint
testimony Id. at 2.

VII. Discussion

A. The ALJ Properly Considered Plaintiff's Obesity in Assessindner
Residual Functional Capacity

The ALJ found that morbid obesity was among Plaintiff's severe
impairments. AR 17Plaintiff argues thatlespite this findingthe ALJ failed to
actually assess the functional impact of dleesity individually and in combination
with her other impairmentgs agency regulations require. ECF No. 13-4t 3

Obesityis notby itself disabling and is no longer a listed impairm&se
Revised Medical Criteria for Determination of a Disabilindocrine System and
Related Criteria64 Fed. Reg. 46122 (effective October 25, 1999]igtiag 9.09
“Obesity” from Appendix 1, Subpart P of Part 404hwever, obesity is still a

medically determinable impairment and ALJs must, under certain cirauresta

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~8
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consider itsnteractiveeffect upon a claimant’s other impairments and residual
functional capacitySeeCelaya v. Halter332 F.3d 1177, 1182 (9th Cir. 2008¢e
also20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1, 1 1.00Q(3808.00I; Social
Security Ruling 02Lp (2002) The regulations acknowleddfeat the combined
effects of obesity with other impairments can be greater than the effects of eac
impairment considered separateandtheyinstruct ALJsto consideany
additional and cumulativeffects of obesity under the listingad throughouthe
other steps of the sequential evaluation progeskidingwhen assessing an
individual' s residual functional capacitgee20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P,
Appendix 1, 71 1.00Q, 3.@D& 4.00I. The regulations also listxamples of
functional limitations obesity can cause, such as fatigue and the ability to
manipulate SeeSocial Security Ruling 02p 8§ 8 11 2, 4.

Contrary to Plaintiff's assertions, the Apdoperly evaluated and analyzed
the effects of her obesity this case. The ALJ first addressed the isdistep
three of the sequential evaluation process, vassessing wheth&laintiff met or
medically equaled one of the listed impairments. ARGng thesameSocial
Security Ruling that Plaintiff relies on in her bridgfe ALJ acknowledged that
obesity can sometimes medically equal a listed impairmentetthe

requirements of a listing in combinatiavith another impairment. AR 22 (citing

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~9
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Social Security Ruling 02p).! However, the ALJ, incorporating by refereriis
thorough discussion of the medical record, found that Plaintiff's obesity was no
listing-level severity either by itself or in oination with her other impairments.
AR 22. Plaintiff does not challenge this finding.

The ALJ also addressed Plaintiff's obesity at step four of the sequential
evaluation process, when assess$iagresidual functional capacity. AR-25. The
ALJ first addressed the interactive effect of Plaintiff’'s obesity with her severe hg
conditions gupraventricular tachycardendcardiomyopathy AR 24.The ALJ
outlined the records from Plaintiff's treating cardiologist, who had noted Plaintif
morbid obesity. AR 24seeAR 555.However, the ALJ observed thadter
Plaintiff's ablation procedure, heeart palpitationsvere mild and intermittent.

AR 24;seeAR 553. The ALJ further observed that she had no arrhythimeas
cardiovascular functioning appeared largely norasatishedenied experiencing
numerous other cardiovascular symptoms, including chest pain, syncope,

presyncope, dizziness, or fatigédr 24;seeAR 554. The ALJ noted that based

on these findings, Plaintiff's treating cardiologist rated her as having a New Yor

Heart Association Class Il functional classification, which is consistent with only

mild symptoms or a slight limitation in phigal activity. AR 24seeAR 55556,

! The Social Security Administratidms sinceescinded this Social Security Ruling and
replaced it with Social Security Ruling-Pp. See84 Fed. Reg. 22924£ffectiveMay 20, 2019).
However, the Administration asks federal courtsraview]its] final decisions using the rules
that were in effect at the time [l§sued the decisioridd. n.14.
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567. The ALJ also noted that Plaintiff's tachycardia appeared to be fairly stable.

AR 25. Given all of this, the ALJ concluded that Plaintiff’'s symptoms would be
unlikely to cause significant limitations if they occadrin a work environment.
AR 24.

Next, the ALJ discussed and analyzed the interactive effect of Plaintiff's
obesity with her diabetic neuropathy. AR ZBe ALJ acknowledged that
Plaintiff’'s obesity caused her to have limited range of motion in rjaants, as
well asan unstable tandem wadinda lumbering gait. AR 25seeAR 364, 36667.
However, the ALhoted that in other physical examinations she demonstrated
normal gait, statiompuscle strength, and motor function with full bulk, tone, and
power. AR 25s5eeAR 420.The ALJ also noted Plaintiff's negative Romberg’s
test,which assesses balance. AR 28¢AR 364 Moreover, the ALJ emphasized
Plaintiff’'s normal sharp/blunt distinction in both hands, her largely intact motor
strength in both her upper and lower extremities,lerability to handle, grasp,
and manipulate items. AR 285¢eAR 364, 374 The ALJ also noted that Plaintiff's
gabapentin medicatidmelped her neuropathy symptom®R 25;seeAR 481.

Given all of this, the ALJ concluded that the combined effect of Plaintiff's obesi
and neuropathy did not create greater limitations than thakesolintheresidual

functional capacityAR 25.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~11
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Plaintiff challengsthe ALJ’s finding at step four of the sequential
evaluation process, arguing that the ALJ improperly evaluated her obesity in
assessing her residual functional capacity. ECF No. 1Batpecifically,

Plaintiff contendghe ALJ failed to address the ett her obesity haith
combinationwith her fatigueandability to handle objectdd. at 56. To establish
that the ALJ inadequately considered obesity in the residual functional capacity
finding, the law require®laintiff to set forth evidencthat herobesity created
additional functional limitations that the ALJ failed to consid@amch v. Barnhart
400 F.3d 676, 684 (9th Cir. 2009)imothy J. v. Comimof Soc. Se¢cNo. 1:17
CV-03125JTR, 2018 WL 4179100, at *6 (E.D. Wash. 2018)

Here, Plaintiff has not done d@laintiff points toher testimony that she tires
easily and the fact that she reportatigue to her medical providetSeeECF No.
13 at 5However, the ALJ did in fact consider thigsn assessing the interactive
effect of Plaintiff's obesity and heart conditions, the ALJ noted that Plaintiff
denied fatigue symptoms after her ablation procedigeAR 24.Moreover
Plaintiff cites to no medical evidence in the record relating her obesity ancefatig
symptoms, and in any event, she expressly testified that these symptoms werg
attributable to her heart conditior®eeAR 61, 404, 476, 564.

Plaintiff alsopoints toher testimony that she has trouble writing, typing,

holding onto cupsandusing the telephon&eECF No. 13at 6 Again, the ALJ

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~12
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did in fact consider this, finding that despite Plaintiff’'s obesjtyjverall dexterity

also appeared adequate as her ability to handle, grasp, and manipulate did nof

appear to be affected.” AR 2Blaintiff againcites to no medical evidence in the

record relating her obesity and inability to handle objects, and in any event, she

expressly testified that these symptoms were attributable to her hand tremor
condition SeeAR 63.

The record demonstrates tlhia¢ ALJ appropriately considered and
discussedPlaintiff’'s obesity and how it, along witherothersevere impairments
limited her functional capacitiNor hasPlaintiff “pointed to any evidence of
functional limitationsdue to obesityhich would have impacted the Als]
analysis. Burch, 400 F.3dat 683 (emphasis added)

B. The ALJ did not Improperly Reject Plaintiff's Subjective
Complaints

Plaintiff argues the ALJ erred by discounting the credibilitheftestimony
regardingher subjectivesymptoms. ECF No.3lat8-13 Plaintiff alleges the ALJ
discredited her testimony based on a lackasfoboratingnedical evidencand
makesvarious other argumentegarding the ALJ’s analysis bertestimonyand
her daily activitiesld. at 9-13.

An ALJ engages in a twstep analysis to determine wheta claimant’s
testimony regarding subjective symptoms is credibdenmasetti v. Astryi&33

F.3d 1035, 1039 (9th Cir. 2008). First, the claimant must produce objective

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~13
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medical evidence of an underlyilmgpairment or impairments that could
reasonably be expected to produce some degree of the symptoms &lleged.
Second, if the claimant meetsdthreshold, andiere is no affirmative evidence
suggesting malingering, the ALJ can reject the claimant’s testimony about the
severity ofhersymptoms only by offeringspecific, clear, and convincing
reasons for doing sold.

In weighing a claimans credibility, the ALJ may consider many factors,
including, “(1) ordinary techniques of credibility evaluation, such as the cldisnar
reputation for lying, prior inconsistent statements concerning the symptoms, ar
othertestimony by the claimant that appears less than candid; (2) unexplained
inadequately explained failure to seek treatment or to follow a prescribed cours
treatment; and (3) the claimasdaily activities."Smolen v. ChateB80 F.3d 1273,
1284 (9th Cir. 1996).

Here, the ALJ found that the medically determinable impairments could
reasonably be expected to produce some degtée siymptoms Plaintiff alleged.
AR 23. However, the ALJ determined that Plaintiff’'s statements concerning the
intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of her symptoms were not entirely
consistent with the medical evidence and other evidence in threl réd¢® 23.

The ALJprovided multiple clear and convincing reasongdiscrediting

Plaintiff’'s subjective complaint testimony. ARO. First, the ALJ reasoned that

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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Plaintiff's allegations of completelgebilitatingphysical limitations were
inconsistent witlthe medical record, which showed théterher ablation
procedure in August 2016erheartrelated impairments were largely stable and
unremarkable except for rare arrhythmias. ART2& ALJ noted that Plaiifits
heart examinations have consistently revealed normal cardiovascular findings.
23-24: seeAR 508 (August 2016), 555 (September 2016), 571 (May 2016), 604
(August 2015), 613 (June 2015). The AdcknowledgedhatalthoughPlaintiff
experienced a staned episode of supraventricular tachycardmadthe alleged
onset dateshedid not experience another episode until August 28ftérwhich

she underwent the heart ablatiddR 24,553, 564617, 62225. After the

procedure Plaintiff visited the hospital and was sympténee,had a normal heart
examinationand stated thaincethe ablatiorshehadnoticed only intermittent

and mild fluttering. AR 24506. The ALJ also emphasized the fact that Plaintiff’'s
treating cardiologist rated her as having a Class Il heart function, which is
consistent with only mild symptoms or a slight limitation in physical activity. AR
24;seeAR 55556, 567. Finally, adiscusse@bove the ALJoutlined the medical
records relating to her neuropathy and obesity and concthd#tiese conditions
did not prevent her from performing light woee infraat 1112. An ALJ may

discount a claimant’s subjective symptom testimathign t is inconsistent with

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~15
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themedical evidenceCarmickle v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Adm&83 F.3d 1155,
1161 Oth Cir. 2008) Tonapetyan v. Halte242 F.3d 1144, 4B (9th Cir. 2001).

Plaintiff appears to argue that the Aflalled to identify the specific portions
of hertestimonythat wasot credibleanddid notexplain what medical evidence
contradicted that testimony. ECF No. 13 atBe ALJ did in fact do so. The ALJ
identified Plaintiff's testimony that: (1) she had to quit her customer service job
2014 due to her supraventricular tachycardia and Bell's palsy symptoms; (2) th
sales job caused her heart to race and breathing to shorten to the point of almc
passing out; (3) she is currently unable to work due to her heart condition and
tremors; (4) she needs assistance with housework and yardwork, and can only
with these tasks “a little bit;” (5) going grocery shopping or wagjkaround the
block fatigues her to the point where she has to stop and reg2 Alhe ALJ then
outlined the medical records described in detail above and concludecdkethat th
were inconsistent witRlaintiff's testimony AR 26.

Plaintiff also appears to argue that the ALJ rejectdibjective pain
complaintsbecause she did not produaigective medical evidenad the pain
itself. ECF No. B at 10-11. While Plaintiff is correct that this would be errsee

Burch, 400 F.3cat 680, this is not what the ALJ didRather, he ALJdiscredited

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT ~16
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Plaintiff’'s testimonybecauséhe medical recordaffirmatively contradictedt,
which ispermissible? SeeAR 23-25.

Secondthe ALJ discounted Plaintiff’'s subjective complaintseverely
disabling limitation®ecause thewere belied byherdaily activities. AR 3. For
example, shéold her doctor she wamowing her lawnSeeAR 349, 352. She also
submitted a “function report” in which she indicated that she was able to cook,
sweep, mop, clean for three to four hours at a time, do didbésundry, shop for
groceries, and go to church. AR 268. She also indicated that she had no
problem with personal care and could lift 20 pounds. AR 260, 264. When she V
at a medical appointment for facial swelling, she described how she had been

outside raking her yard. AR 469. She also told her doctor that she would buy a

bicycle to exercise. AR 473. Despite all this, she testified at the hearing that shie

was unable to independently sweep, mop, vacuum, cook, mow, rake, or grocel
shop, and that shreeeded her mother’s assistance with these tasks. AR.59
Activities inconsistent with the alleged symptersven when they suggest some
difficulty functioning—are proper grounds for questioning the credibility of

subjective complaint&’hen the person dlas a totally disabling impairment

2 Plaintiff also argues that the ALJ discounted her testinb@oause she inconsistently
reported the severity of her symptoms. ECF No. 13 at 11. This was not the ALJ’s reagbeing-
ALJ’s central point was that Plaintiff alleged neatal debilitation at the hearing and this was
inconsistent with the longitudinal medical record that in@idatnly minor restrictionsSeeAR
22-26.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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Molina, 674 F.3d at 1113%ee alsdRollins 261 F.3cat857, 20 C.F.R. 88
404.1529(c)(3)).

Plaintiff argues that the activities she described to her doctors and in her
“function report—mowing, raking, cleaning, grocery shopping,-etare not
transferable to a work setting where there are performance measures, coreseq(
for tardiness, and other associated pressures. ECF No. 1-3atRlaintiff is
correct thalALJs must be cautioushenconcluding that daily activities are
inconsistent withpaintestimony given thatmany home activities may not be
easily transferable to a work environmeititere it might be impossible to rest
periodically or take medicatio&arrison v. Colvin 759 F.3d 995, 1016 (9th Cir.
2014) However, if the claimant’s level of activity is inconsistent with the
limitations he or she claims to haveis has a bearing oheclaimant’s credibility.
Id.; accordReddick v. Chaterl57 F.3d 715, 722 (9th Cir. 1998). In this case,
Plaintiff reported to her doctors and stated in her “function report” thatashd
performthese daily activities, but theestified that she could nd@eeAR 5960,
260-64, 349, 352, 469, 473. This was a proper basis for discourgingredibility.
SeeGarrison, 759 F.3cat1016

Plaintiff also argues that the ALJ erred by relying on her daily activities
prior to the alleged onset date. ECF No. 13 at 12. This is incertketalleged

onset date was March 1, 2015 and Plaintiff made the atled@mnced statements

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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in April 2015, July2015, September 2016, and November 2GE@AR 15, 260
64, 349, 352, 469, 473.

When the ALJ presents a reasonable interpretation that is supported by
substantiakvidence, it is not th€ourt’s roleto seconeguess itFor the reasons
discussed above, the ALJ did not err when discounting Plaintiff's subjective
complaint testimony because the ALJ provided multiple clear and convincing
reasons for doing so.

VIII. Order

Having reviewed the record and the ALJ’s findings, the Court finds the
ALJ’s decision issupported by substantial evidence and is free from legal error.
Accordingly,IT IS ORDERED:

1. Plaintiff's Motion for Summary JudgmerECF No. 13, isDENIED.

2. Defendant’s Motion for Summary JudgmeBCF No. 15, is GRANTED.
3. Judgment shall bentered in favor of Defendaand the file shall belosed.
IT IS SO ORDERED. The District Court Executive is directed to entas Order,
forward copies to counselndclose the file.

DATED this 1%h day ofAugust 2019.

s/Robert H. Whaley
ROBERT H. WHALEY
Senior United States District Judge

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
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