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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
Mary Ellen Heisser, No. CV-15-00136-PHX-NVW
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.

Carolyn W. Colvin, Acting Commissionef
of Social Security,

Defendant.

Plaintiff Mary Ellen Heisser seeks reviawmder 42 U.S.C. §05(g) of the final

decision of the Commissioner of Social S&gu(“the Commissionely, which denied her

disability insurance benié$ under sections 216(@nd 223(d) of the Social Security Act.

Because the decision dhe Administrative Law Judg (“ALJ”) is supported by
substantial evidence andnst based on legal error, t®mmissioner’s decision will be
affirmed.
l. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was born in January 1955.She graduated from Northern Arizon
University with a lachelor's degree in 1977. &hworked for tle Arizona Child
Protective Service from September 1988 uMidly 2007, when she stopped working 1
care for her then-90 year oldtli@r. On August 8, 2011, &itiff applied for disability
insurance benefits, allegindjsability beginnmg January 1, 2010.0n the application

Plaintiff also indicated that although shemted working for othereasons, she believec
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that as of January 1, 2008er conditions became segeenough to keep her from
working. She alleged numerous impairmems|uding back injury, left ankle and foo;

injuries, fibromyalgia, diabetes, obstructiskeep apnea, two episodes of renal failure,

=

ulcerative colitis, and chronic low iron. Atdhime of her application, Plaintiff reporteq
her height as 5'6” ashweight as 210 pounds.

On October 7, 2011, Plaintiff reportedathshe was able to prepare meals, do
laundry, care for her 94-year-dldther, care for her dog ahétds, drive, use a computer,
crochet, do needlework, watdklevision, and shop for food, clothes, and gifts. She
reported having no problems with personaleca She also reported that she went |to
church at least once a wegKayed bingo once week, and attended church meetings
two to five times a moht She said that stelly participated in 8 activities. Plaintiff
said that she did not sleep well becausebstructive sleep apneadatook naps almost
every day. She also reported that she oftekewp feeling stiff and sore because of her
fibromyalgia, and two or three times a week sieeded to take a pain pill as soon as she
woke up. On other days, sheually took at least one papill later in the day. She
reported having suffered mullg injuries and surgeries to her left ankle and fopt,
including breaking the fifth metatarsal on Heft foot three times in 2009. She also
reported she had lumbar spondylosis causiffggulity walking, backpain that prevented
sitting more than 30 minuteand constant pain in herfiehip and thigh area, which
affected sitting, standing, Wang, and laying down. Plaiiff said she drove 250 miles
for a day trip to the mountasnand the next day her baclkrt so much she could barely
move. She said she had trouble lifting &inyg weighing more than about a pound.
When she shopped at several asoin a mall, she had to stepveral times to rest; if she
had several packages, she took them tocherbefore finishing shopping because she
could not carry much.

From April 2009 through January 2012 aipliff received pysical therapy for
lower back, hip, ankle, and/doot pain. She usually perted chronic pain, but the

severity varied. In Novemb@011, Plaintiff reported fooback, and fibromyalgia pain,
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but said that the day befoshe had gone to the grocery store and then stood in
kitchen for three hours bakingIn January 2012, Plaifitireported her back begar
hurting more after going to a movie and that séed to work out at the gym three or fol
days a week, but had not gone in several months.

In January 2012, Plaintifiold the State agency psyaogical examiner that she
enjoyed reading three or four books a modthing needlework, anplaying bingo. She
went out to dinner one to rige times a week and took hether out to breakfast on
Sundays after churchShe attended physical therapyeth times a week. She had ju
completed a seven-week dog training coanseé enjoyed taking her dog on walks seve
times a week. She plaegt with her birds andleaned the bird cageeekly. She played
computer games frequently and took her fatbghe movies one tthree times a month.
She went to church meetings two or three ewgsia month. Plaintiff reported that hq
memory and concentration were good, anel danied having comprehension problen
The psychologist noted she had good recallates and events, and questions did |
need to be repeated explained. The psychagist did not observe any pain behavior f
difficulty moving from sittingto standing and vice versa.

On April 8, 2013, Plaintiffappeared with her attornend testified at a hearing
before the ALJ. A vocational pert also testified. Plairftis attorney told the ALJ that
the primary reason for Plaintiff's disabilityatin “is the chronic mblem she’s had with

her left ankle/left foot.” Plaintiff's attomy also told the ALJ that Plaintiff's allegec

disability onset date should Banuary 1, 2008, because sbported that as the date on

which her medical conditions b@me severe enough to kdeg from working. The ALJ
stated that Plaintiff's application saidniery 1, 2010, and lsd whether Plaintiff
wanted to amend the allegazhset date to January 2008. Plaintiff's counsel

responded, “Correct,” and said he had ex@dito Plaintiff that it would not affect any
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back benefits because sheal diot apply until 2011, but “itvould potentially fill in a
couple of extra years of . . . zero earnings.”

During the hearing befe the ALJ, Plaintiff testifiedhat she quit wiking to care
for her father in July 2007, and in November 2007 shteliy hurt her ankle. Until

September 2012, when her father begareteive assistance from care givers, Plainfiff

regularly prepared all of her father’s meaitsl did his laundry angrocery shopping, but
he was able to bathe and dress himself. saliak she used a scooter at the grocery st
after her surgeries and “a few other times.’ aiRtiff testified thatshe was in charge of
funeral brunches for her parish, so she set things up, skrwddand cleaned up at “
dozen plus” funedabrunches in the two years befdhe April 2013 hearing. Sometime
she was responsible for putting together na@ak cheese trays, whiénvolved shopping,

putting the food on trays, andaking sure the rolls were ttand put on serving trays

She also helped seryeod at the women’s group meaajs two or three times a yeat.

When Plaintiff's attorney &ed her why she wasot able to workfull-time if she was
able to do these things, she responded, Vekavery high toleramcfor pain, and | have
had a lot of pain through my life, and I trytrio whine about it, @d | work through it.”
Plaintiff said that after a big funeral brun@he may not be able to move for a coug
days. Plaintiff also testified that she play@dgo weekly for about four to four and
half hours with a ten-minute intermission.

On May 7, 2013, the ALJ ised a decision that Plaifftivas not disabled within
the meaning of the Social Security Act. eTAppeals Council denied Plaintiff's reques
for review of the hearing decision, magithe ALJ’s decision the Commissioner’s fing

decision. On January 26, 2015, Pldirsought review by this Court.

! Plaintiffs Opening Brief includes beriefcalculations based on her earning
history for 2002-2006, the five years beftihe January 1, 2008 date of alleged onset
disability. During 202-2006, Plaintiff eared an average of $39,022.68 per year.
Plaintiff's alleged disability onset date svalanuary 1, 2010, her five-year earnin
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history would include 2007, during whickhe earned $15,106.86, and 2008, during

which she earned $0.00.
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Il. STANDARD OF REVIEW
The district court reviews only those issuraised by the party challenging th

ALJ’s decision. See Lewis v. ApfeR36 F.3d 503, 517 n.13tfOBCir. 2001). The court
may set aside the Commissioner’s disability deteation only if the determination is
not supported by substantial evideror is based on legal errc@rn v. Astrue495 F.3d
625, 630 (9th Cir. 2007). uBstantial evidence is moian a scintilla, less than 4§
preponderance, and relevant evidence th@aaonable person might accept as adequ
to support a conclusion considey the record as a wholeld. As a general rule,
“[wlhere the evidence is susgtible to more thn one rational interpretation, one (
which supports the ALJ’s decision, thé¢.J's conclusion must be upheld.Thomas v.
Barnhart 278 F.3d 947, 954 (9%ir. 2002) (citations omittedgccord Molina v. Astrue
674 F.3d 1104, 1111 (9th Cir. 22) (“Even when tha evidence is sueptible to more
than one rational interpretatiowe must uphold the ALJ’srdings if they are supported
by inferences reasonably draimom the record.”). “Overallthe standard of review is
highly deferential.” Rounds v. Comm’r Soc. Sec. Adm80Q7 F.3d 996, 1002 (9th Cir
2015).
1. FIVE-STEP SEQUENTIAL EVALUATION PROCESS

To determine whether a claimant is digabfor purposes of the Social Securit
Act, the ALJ follows a five-step process. @0F.R. § 404.1520(a). The claimant bea
the burden of proof on the first four stepsit the burden shift®o the Commissioner at
step five. Tackett v. Apfel1l80 F.3d 1094, 1098 (9th Cir. 1999).

At the first step, the ALJ determineshether the claimant is engaging i
substantial gainful activity.20 C.F.R. 8 404.1520(a)(4)(i)If so, the claimant is not
disabled and the inquiry endil. At step two, the ALJ detmines whether the claiman

has a severe medically determinable physicahental impairment. 8 404.1520(a)(4)(ii).

If not, the claimant is not dibéed and the inquiry endsld. At step three, the ALJ
considers whether the claimant’s impairmentcombination of impairments meets (

medically equals an impairment listed in Apdex 1 to Subpart P &0 C.F.R. Pt. 404. §
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404.1520(a)(4)(iii). If so, the claimant aaitomatically foundo be disabled.d. If not,

the ALJ proceeds to step fou At step four, the ALJ ssesses the claimant’s residu

functional capacity and determines whethex thaimant is still capable of performing
past relevant work. 8 404.18&)(4)(iv). If so, the claintd is not disabled and the
inquiry ends.Id. If not, the ALJ proceeds to the fifand final step, where he determing
whether the claimant can perform any otherk based on the claimant’s residual

functional capacity, age, education, and wexkerience. 8 404.1520(a)(4)(v). If so, the

claimant is not disabledd. If not, the claimant is disabledd.
At step one, the ALJ found that Plaintiff last met the insured status requiren
of the Social Security Adihrough December 31, 2012, anatilshe did not engage ir
substantial gainful activityrom January 1, 2010, through December 31, 2012. At 3
two, the ALJ found that Plaintiff has thellfiwing severe impairments: fibromyalgia
lumbar degenerative disc disease, historyetifankle fixation surgry, history of right
foot fixation, hipbursitis, and obesity. At step thrabe ALJ determined that Plaintiff
did not have an impairment or combinationrmpairments that met or medically equalg
the severity of an impairment listed in €0F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1.
At step four, the ALJ founthat, through the date last insured, Plaintiff:
had the residual functional capacity to perform light work as defined in 20
CFR 404.1567(b) except the claimaist able to operate foot controls
occasionally with her left lower exmity, but never with her right lower
extremity. The claimant is also abie frequently balance and stoop, as
well as occasionally crouckneel, crawl, and climbamps and stairs. The
claimant should never be required diimb ladders, ropes|r] scaffolds.
The claimant [sh]ould also avoid mzentrated exposure to nonweather
related extremes in temperaturéggjmid work places, dangerous with

moving mechanical parts except mot@hicles, and unprotected that are
high, exposed.

The ALJ further found that, through the dd#est insured, Plaintiff was capable d
performing past relevant work as a “Chfipport Program Dictor” and “Telephone

Interceptor.”
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IV. ANALYSIS

A. Harmless Error

Harmless error principles apply inetlSocial Security Act contextMolina v.
Astrue 674 F.3d 1104, 1115 (9th rCi2012). An error is hanless if there remains
substantial evidence supporting the ALdlscision and the error does not affect the
ultimate nondisability determinationld. The claimant usually bears the burden pf
showing that an error is harmfuld. at 1111.

The ALJ’s hearing decision states thatidgrthe hearing Plaintiff chose to amend
the alleged onset day of disability to January 1, 2008, and thattbarey said she was
aware that the amendment would have neatfion her Title Il back benefit. The
decision states, “[T]he following discussiavill assume the claimant’'s amended onget
date of January 1, 2008.” The ALJ’s decisalso states, “The claiant did notengage
in substantial gainful activity during the periddm her alleged onset date of January|1,
2010 through her date last insured of Decengi, 2012.” Plaintiff has not shown that
this single reference to the incorrect alliegmset date had areffect on the ultimate

nondisability determination. As Plaintiff'attorney explained dung the hearing, the

purpose of amending the allejenset date was to increase the earnings history used tc

calculate disability benefits.
The ALJ’'s hearing decision also refersthe fracture of Plaintiff's “left 5thio€’

instead of the fracture #flaintiff's left fifth metatarsal Plaintiff contends this shows th¢

\V

ALJ's fundamental misunderstding of Plaintiffs medicalconditions and records

Plaintiff has not shown that this incorrect reference—even if the ALJ actually confused

metatarsal fracture with toe fracture—had any effedn the ultimate nondisability
determination.

Therefore, both incorrect referenae found to be harmless error.
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B. The ALJ Provided Clear and Convincing Reasons for Discrediting
Plaintiff's Symptom Testimony.

If a claimant’'s statements about painabiher symptoms are not substantiated
objective medical evidence, tih¢.J must consider all of thevidence in the case recor
including any statement by dhclaimant and other persons, concerning the claima
symptoms. SSR 96-7p. Thehe ALJ must make a finnlg on the credibility of the
claimant’s statements about symptand their functional effectsd.

In evaluating the credibilitpf a claimant’s testimony garding subjective pain of
other symptoms, the ALJ is required to engagea two-step analysis: (1) determin
whether the claimant presented objective madevidence of an ipairment that could
reasonably be expected to produce someedegf the pain or other symptoms allege

and, if so with no evidence of malingerin@) reject the claimant’s testimony about th

severity of the symptoms only by giving sgeg clear, and convincing reasons for the

rejection. Vasquez v. Astryés72 F.3d 586, 591 (9th Cir0Q9). “This is not an easy
requirement to meet: ‘The clear and convincing standard is the most demanding re
in Social Security cases.”Garrison v. Colvin 759 F.3d 995, 101%th Cir. 2014)
(quotingMoore v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admia78 F.3d 920, 92@®th Cir. 2002)).

To ensure meaningful review, the Alndust specifically identify the testimony
from a claimant the ALJ finds h@o be credible and exptawhat evidence undermine
the testimony. Treichler v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Admin75 F.3d 1090, 1102 (9th Cir
2014). *“General findings are insufficient.”ld. The ALJ must make findings
“sufficiently specific to permt the court to conclude that the ALJ did not arbitrari
discredit claimant’s testimony.Thomas v. Barnhar278 F.3d 947, 95@th Cir. 2002);
accord Tommasetti v. Astrug33 F.3d 1035, 103®th Cir. 2008).

In making a credibility determinatiommn ALJ “may not reject a claimant’s
subjective complaints basedlay on a lack of objectivanedical evidence to fully
corroborate the claimant’s allegationsBray v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. AdmiB54 F.3d
1219, 1227 (9th Cir. 2009) (internal quotetimarks and citation omitted). But “an AL
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may weigh inconsistencies between thenghait's testimony and his or her condug
daily activities, and work record, among other factorisl” Further, the claimant is nof
required to produce objective medical evicewnf the symptom or its severitgarrison

759 F.3d at 1014. The ALJ must considkroé the evidence prested, including the
claimant’s daily activities; # location, duration, frequencgnd intensity of the pain o
other symptoms; factors that precipitated aaggravate the sympis; effectiveness and
side effects of any medication taken to abé®ipain or other symptoms; treatment oth
than medication; any measures other thartrireat the claimant usde relieve pain or
other symptoms; and any other factors comiogy the claimant’s functional limitations
and restrictions due to pain @ther symptoms. SSR 96-7p.

First, the ALJ found that Plaintiff's “edically determinable impairments coul

reasonably be expected to cause thegatlesymptoms.” Second, the ALJ found

Plaintiff's “statements regarding the integsipersistence, and limiting effects of thes
symptoms not entirely cred@for the reasons explained in this decision.”

The ALJ found that Plaintiff's claim that shs unable to perforrher past work or
any other work because of her severe sympts not substantiateby objective medical
evidence and is inconsistentith her conduct, daily d&weities, and conservative

treatment. Plaintiff's symptoms are fatigue doder back, hip, ankleand/or foot pain.

The ALJ made findings about the severity of eatthese. Regarding Plaintiff’s hip, the

ALJ noted that an MRI of her hip revealedly mild findings, and subsequent x-ray
showed even less degeneration. Regardergumbar back, thALJ noted MRI and x-
ray evidence revealed only mithd stable degenerative didisease. The ALJ further
noted that examination at the Arizona CeritgrNeurosurgery showed normal range
motion and motor strength and that aerobic exercise and stretching exercises
recommended. Regarding Piaif's foot and ankle prolems, the ALJ noted that
Plaintiff had sought only conservative treatmeRegarding fibromyalgia, the ALJ noteq
that Plaintiff reported at the hearing shal leeen dealing with this condition for mor

than 20 years, but had not seen her rheuogitt for more thara year. The ALJ also
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stated that Plaintiff had not reported eought treatment for fibromyalgia-relate
symptoms of cognitive or mempo problems, depression, aaty, or irritable bowel
syndrome. The ALJ further ebrved that Plaintiff hadden repeatedly advised ftq
exercise to improve her conditidmyt she had not followed the advice.

The ALJ stated thatlthough Plaintiff had been not¢anl use an assistive device,
treating orthopedist observed that she aiesl without a limp without any assistiv

devices, “suggesting her impairment is rag severe as she alleges, but also \

exaggeration.” The ALJ stated tHiaintiff said she left workn order to take care of her

father, not due to a medically determiteilmpairment. The ALJ further stated:

The claimant also providetthat she is able to ceeationally read, utilize a
computer, sit for an hour before eting to get up, and complete light
household chores includiriger own laundry, straighten her kitchen, sweep
the floor, as well as shop independgntirive a vehicle, attend church
twice per week, play bingo at gamblihglls for 4-4%2 hours, and engage in
community service activitge serving food and ptaing funeral brunches
for patrons. ... The dersigned did note alsoahthe claimant reported
while playing bingo, she can sit for 2 hieubut then will need to get up for
10 minutes to relieve her back pain. [Not only is this inconsistent with
the claimant’'s testimony provided sju 10 minutes earlier, but this is
sufficient sitting and concentration @ity to support substantial gainful
activity.

The ALJ also “noted that iaddition to the claimant’s handwritten notes, the claimd
was able to produce a rather lengthyestant regarding her ligations, suggesting an
ability to engage and maimteactivities and projects.”

Plaintiff contends that the ALJ'scredibility determination is based of
misunderstanding her medical reds, such as referring to “toe” instead of “metatars:
and saying “no evidence has been offered tavstinat any trigger pot analysis has ever
been completed to support a formal diagnasi§bromyalgia.” Plaintiff contends the
ALJ was incorrect because rheheumatologist's treatmé notes include multiple
notations of “T” referring to “tenderness” egrtain locations. Hower, the notes do not

show that the rhenatologist tested 18 pus and found tenderness least 11 of them.
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Moreover, Plaintiff did not mvide a medical source statement from her rheumatolog
Plaintiff did not testify thafibromyalgia prevented hdrom performing her past work,
and Plaintiff's attorney toldhe ALJ the primary reasonrfder disability claim is her
chronic problem with her left ankle and foot.

The ALJ provided specific, clear, and caming reasons for rejecting Plaintiff's

testimony about the severity of her symptomBlaintiff testified that she could no

perform her past work because she canndbsitnore than 30 mirtes because of back

and hip pain. She also testified that she playngo weekly for about four to four and
half hours with a ten-minute termission. She testified thsle is capable of performing
a wide range of activities because she hasiéshto work through the pain. The ALJ di
not err in finding Plaintiff' sestimony about her functional limitations not fully credible

C. Past Relevant Work
At step four, the claimant has the bandof showing she can no longer perfor

her past relevant workPinto v. Massanayi249 F.3d 840, 844 (9@ir. 2001). The ALJ
may conclude the claimant can perform padéevant work by finding she is able t
perform the actual functional demands antdeduof a particular past relevant job she
is able to perform the functional demanaisd duties of the occupation as genera
required by employers throughout the national econotdyat 845. Thus, at step four
the claimant has the burden to prove she capadbrm her prior releva work either as
actually performed or as generallyrfmemed in the national economyCarmickle v.
Comm’r, Soc. Sec. Admirh33 F.3d 1155, 116@th Cir. 2008). Although the burden g
proof rests with the claimant at step four, the ALJ must make specific factual fing
regarding the claimant’s residual functional @aipy, the physical and mental demands
the past relevant work, and the relationtloé residual functional capacity to the pal
work. Pinto, 249 F.3d at 845.

The ALJ may assess a claimant’s pasevant work as actually performed by
considering a properly completed vocational expert’'s report and/or the claimant’s

testimony. ld. TheDictionary of Occupational Titlegsually is the best source for how
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job is generally performedPinto, 249 F.3d at 845. Herbpwever, Plaintiff provided
testimony and extensive written sibeiptions of her prior tevant work as actually
performed.

In her Work History ReporPlaintiff reported that fnam December 1988 to April
2006 she workedor the Arizona ChildProtective Service as a CPS Specialist Ill ahd
from April 2006 through May 27 as a CPS Progra8pecialist. She said that as a CRS

Program Specialist, she was at the same Evel CPS Unit Supervisavas in charge of

[®N

Team Decision Making meetings, and lookedfor guidance in areas of policy an

procedure by CPS SpecialistsdaBupervisors. She reported that she spent six hours or

more a day sitting, two hours or more reteng, and half an ho walking. She

occasionally needed toide to other offices. She salide heaviest weight she lifted wa|

[92)

ten pounds, which involved lifting and carryimgr laptop computer approximately 50
feet.

In a lengthy attachment to her Work Hist Report, Plaintiff described five jobs
that she performed from Decbker 1988 to April 2006, ngust the CPS Specialist IlI
position as she indicated inetlmeport. She said she wetkat the ChildAbuse Hotline
from November 1994 téApril 2006. Plaintiff reported, “fie job consistedf sitting at a

desk probably 99% dfhe time, using the coputer and telephone. No real lifting g

=

carrying was done.” “The othd% was using the copy manh, walking from point to
point in the office, etc.” During the hearinglaintiff testified she “worked at the Chilg
Abuse Hotline, and that was all sitting, alltie office.” She testi#d that she would not
be able to do that job because she coutasitdhat long with her back and hip pain.
The vocational expert categorized Ptdfis prior work as a Child Support
Program Director, which is highly skilled sedary work, and as a Telephone Interceptor
Operator, which is semiskillededentary work. She sattlat Telephone Interceptor
Operator was the closest job description shi@lctcfind to Plaintiff's work at the Child
Abuse Hotline. The ALJ askdtie vocational expert whetharhypothetical individual

with Plaintiff's residual functional capacity.e., light work with certain postural ang
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environmental limitations, woultbe capable of performingtiker job. The vocational
expert said such a hypothetical individusthould be able tgerform both of the
occupations. Althouglhe vocational expert describédth occupationgs sedentary,
she further testified that if driving wasgured, an otherwise sedentary job would
considered light work.

Plaintiff contends that the ALJ's detarmation that Plaintiff was capable o
performing past relevant work is not supported by substantial evidence because th
did not ask a hypothetical question that involved sedentary work and the voca

expert incorrectly described Plaintiff's pasork as including “CP3unit supervisor” in

addition to CPS program specialist and spetidllis Plaintiff incorrectly asserts that the

vocational expert conceded sbeuld not match eitheof Plaintiff's past jobs with the
Dictionary of Occupational TitlesIn fact, the vocational expert said only that she co
not find an exact match fadhe Child Abuse Hotlia position and thathe job Plaintiff

performed probably had a highskill level than Telephone terceptor Operator. Skill
level is irrelevant here becausaiRtiff has no mental impairments.

There is no error here. &MALJ’s hypotheticalnvolved an individual who could
perform light work, the vocational expestid the Child SuppbrProgram Director
occupation was light work ift required driving, Plaintiffswork at the Child Abuse
Hotline was sedentary, and thiecational expert testified @b an individal who could
perform light work could perform eithgob. If someone can do light work, thg
individual can perform sedeary work unless there are atilohal limiting factors, such
as inability to sit for long periods of time&0 C.F.R. § 84.1567(b). No medical sourcg
opined that Plaintiff is unable &t for long periods of timegnd Plaintiff testified she can
sit for four hours or more wh only a ten-minute breakTherefore, it was not necessar
for the ALJ to ask tlb vocational expert whether soome with Plaintiff's residual
functional capacity could perform sedentary work.

Moreover, the ALJ may assess claimant’s past relevant work as actual

performed by considering the claimant's own testimonkinto, 249 F.3d at 845.
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Plaintiff provided a great deal of informati@bout how she actualjyerformed her past
work. She testified she olul not perform the Child Alse Hotline job because sh

would need to stand more frequently than miginnormal breaks. She testified that as

CPS Program Specialist she would be ablgdabup and walk around the room, but i

would have been difficult during some miags. Because the ALJ found her claim ¢
inability to sit for more than 30 minutes kcking credibility, the ALJ did not err by
finding her capable of penfming past relevant work.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDEREDRhat the final decision of the Commissioner ¢
Social Security is affirmed. The Cledhall enter judgment accordingly and shd
terminate this case
Dated this 21st day of April, 2016.

Ao S VW e

4 ~ Neil V. Wake
United States District Jge
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