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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
SOUTHEASTERN DIVISION

DEBORAHK. KENTCH, )

Plaintiff, ))

VS. : ) Case No. 1:15-cv-00193-AGF
NANCY A. BERRYHILL, Acting ))
Commissioner of Social Security, )

Defendant. ;

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This action is before this Court for judicial review of the final decision of the
Commissioner of Social Security finding tHatintiff Cynthia Baron was not disabled,
and thus not entitled to disability insurance bes@nder Title Il of the Social Security
Act, 42 U.S.C. 88 401-434 For the reasons set forth below, the decision of the
Commissioner will be affirmed.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, who was born on March 15, 1958ed her application for benefits on
November 21, 2007, allegingsaibility beginning April 27, @07, due to permanent vision
problems caused by a stroke that she suffard 995. On Februard, 2008, Plaintiff's

application was denied atehnitial administrative leveland she thereafter requested a

! Nancy A. Berryhill is now the Acting Comssioner of Social Security. Pursuant

to Rule 25(d) of the FeddrRules of Civil Procedureshe is substituted for Acting
Commissioner Carolyn W. Colvin #éise Defendant in this suit.
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hearing before an Administtive Law Judge (“ALJ").

Initial Hearing Decision

A video hearing was held on December 2809, at which Plaintiff, represented by
counsel, and a vocational expert (“VE”) tesiif. On January 8, 2010, the ALJ followed
the five-step sequential evaluation processudised below, and concluded that Plaintiff
was not disabled becausdthough Plaintiff had the gere impairment of right
homonymous hemianop$iaesulting from a cerebral frorrhage that she suffered in
1995, the impairment did not meet ordigally equal one of the deemed-disabling
impairments listed in the Commissioner’'gu&ations, and Plaintiff had the residual
functional capacity (“RFC”) to perform a full rangéwork at all exertional levels, except
that she had mild restrictions in interactiwith others. The AlLnoted that, although
Plaintiff complained of vision problemshe had not receivexhy treatment; that
Plaintiff's credibility at the hearing was poand not supported kiie objective medical
findings; and that Plaintiff testified at thearing that she wasmrcantly working as a
substitute teacher but simply not gettpayd enough, whicthe ALJ found was
inconsistent with Plaintiff's claim of dikdity. The ALJ relied on the testimony of the
VE to conclude that Plairtiwas capable of performing af her past relevant work

(including as a teacher, plant care worker, ldrdry aide), and was énefore not disabled.

2 As discussed below, the subsequemiadstrative decisions addressing Plaintiff's

claims stated that Plaintiff had the severe impairmelgfofiomonymous hemianopsia,
which is supported by the medicacord. Plaintiff was condmsntly diagnosed with left
homonymous hemianopsia, resulting in bilateraion loss to the left side of her field of
vision.
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Tr. 105-15.

Plaintiff appealed that ALJ's decisioand on November 23, 2010, the Appeals
Council of the Social Securit&dministration remanded tlease for further consideration
because, despite the ALJ’s findithat Plaintiff's severanpairments included right
homonymous hemianopsia, the Adid not include any visuéimitations in the RFC he
assessed for Plaintiff. Tr. 116-18.

Second Hearing Decision

On remand, another evidentiary heanvas held, beginning on May 3, 2011, and
continuing on March 28, 2012Plaintiff, represented by counsel, and a different VE
testified, as did a friend of Plaintiff. Rlecision dated April 22012, a second ALJ again
followed the five-step sequential evaluationgess and concluded that Plaintiff was not
disabled. Specifically, the second ALJ foundttRlaintiff had the severe impairment of
left homonymous hemianopsia resulting fromraracranial hemorrhagin 1995, but that
this impairment did not meet or medicaflgual one of the deemed-disabling impairments
listed in the Commissioner’s regulations. ntaking this finding, the second ALJ gave
“significant weight” to the opinion of a noexamining medical expert, ophthalmologist
Bernard Zuckerman, M.D., that Plaintiff's velumpairment did nomneet or equal any of
the visual impairments listed in the relevant regulations. The second ALJ then concluded
that Plaintiff retained the RE-to perform certain light, ungled jobs (mail clerk, office
helper, and stock checker) that the VE tesiithat a person with Plaintiff's RFC and

vocational factors (age, education, work exgece) could perform and that were available
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in significant numbers in the nanal economy. Tr. 119-35.

Plaintiff again appealed, and on May, 2013, the Appeals Council again
remanded, this time finding that the secéwd had given “significant weight” to Dr.
Zuckerman’s opinion but did nadddress a portion of thapinion which indicated that
Plaintiff was not able to avoid workplace hazarsuch as boxes oretfloor, doors ajar, or
approaching people or vehiclesThe Appeals Council naleghat this portion of Dr.
Zuckerman’s opinion was alswupported by a state constilta examiner, Robert D.
Lewis, M.D., who reported that he witnedd@&aintiff running intodoorframes and people
during his examination. The Appeals Coumnaited that “[ulnder Social Security Rulings
83-14 and 96-9p, the occupational baseséalentary, light, and medium work are
significantly diminished where éne is a loss of visual fiélmanifesting in tripping over
boxes while working, or amability to detect approachgnpersons or objects.” Tr.
136-40.

Final Hearing Decision

After the second remandfiaal evidentiary hearing wdseld on June 5, 2014.
Plaintiff, represented by counsel, and a diffeMattestified at this hearing, as did a
non-examining medical expedphthalmologist Jeffrey A. Hwitz, M.D. By decision
dated June 24, 2014, a third Alreferred to as the “ALJ” fra here on) again followed the
five-step sequential evaluatipnocess and concluded thaaitiff was not disabled.

At the first step, the ALJ find that Plaintiff engaged substantial gainful activity

(“SGA”) as defined by the Commissioner'gjtgations, from October 2008 through June
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2009, after Plaintiff's alleged onset of diddi, but that there was a continuous 12-month
period after the onset date during whichitiff did not engage in SGA because her
earnings as a substitute teacher were too low.

At step two, the ALJ founthat Plaintiff had the severe impairments of migraines
and left homonymous hemianopsia, which wasrésidual effect of a stroke Plaintiff
suffered in 1995. Buhe ALJ concluded, at step three, that these impairments did not
meet or medically equal one of the deemed-disabling impairments listed in the
Commissioner’s regulations. The ALJ noted thatHorwitz testified that he believed
Plaintiff's visual impairmentid not meet, but equaléd.isting 2.03A? However, the
ALJ relied on Dr. Horwitz’'s additional testimpithat people with the same impairment

may not necessarily have the same limitatioesause of differences in ability to adapt,

3 As explained below, to establish tlaat impairment medically equals a listed

impairment, “a claimant ‘must present medicabings equal in severity to all the criteria
for the one mossimilarly listed impairment.™ Igo v. Colvin 839 F.3d 724730 (8th Cir.
2016).

4 Listing 2.03 provides:

2.03Contraction of the visudleld in the better eyavith:

A. The widest diameter subtendingamgle around the point of fixation
no greater than 20 degrees; or

B. A mean deviation of—22 or was determined by automated static
threshold perimetry as degzed in 2.00A6a(v); or

C. A visual field efficiency of 20 peent or less as determined by kinetic
perimetry (see 2.00A7b).

20 C.F.R. Pt. 404, Subg®, App. 1 § 2.03.
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and that Plaintiff appeared to have adapteg well, in light ofthe evidence that she
continued to drive without any license resions and that she continued to substitute
teach, on average, one to three daysygsk. The ALJ found that Plaintiff's
demonstrated functional capacities showed hleatvisual impairment did not equal the
severity of the listed impairmé, and therefore gave little weight to Dr. Horwitz’s opinion
to the contrary.

At step four, the ALJ founthat Plaintiff had the RFC tperform less than the full
range of light work as defined indlCommissioner’s regulations, in that:

she is able to lift and carry tgmounds frequently and twenty pounds

occasionally; she is able to sit for absix hours of aright-hour workday;

she is able to stand and/or walk for about six hours of an eight-hour workday;

she is precluded from performing any nkdhat requires binocular vision;

she is limited to no mordan frequent visual taskgth the better eye due to

limited depth perception and field ofswon; she is precluded from climbing

ladders, ropes, and scaffolds; shprscluded from working around hazards

such as heights, machinery, dangeregsiipment, and so forth; she is

precluded from work that requires dnyg; she is limited to less than

occasional balancing; and she is pueleld from work that requires frequent

identification of small parts.
Tr. 19. Informulating thiRFC, the ALJ considered, amg other things, the 2008
opinion of state examining consultatieepert Dr. Lewis; the 2011 opinion of
non-examining medical expert, Dr. Zuckenmghe April 30, 2014 opinion of state
consultative examining family-practice physiti@ruce Preston, M.D.; and the June 5,
2014 testimony of non-examimg medical expert Dr. Horwitz.

In separate discussions of each of éhasinions, the ALJ found that some portions

of the opinions were consistiewith the evidence of recoas a whole, including that
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Plaintiff was capable of light work and cdulead both small and ordinary print, could
view a computer screen, could determineaid@hces in shape andaoof small objects,
and should generallyaid driving and hazards such lasights, machiery, dangerous
equipment. However, the Allgave little weight to otmgoortions of the opinions.

The ALJ noted that Dr. Lewis reporteldserving Plaintiff bumpig into doorframes
and people during hsxamination of Plaintiff, and th&r. Zuckerman indicated that
Plaintiff would be unable to aid ordinary hazards in the vkplace, such as boxes on the
floor, doors ajar, or approaching peoplevehicles. However, the ALJ gave “little
weight” to this portion of Dr. Zuckermantgpinion because no provider other than Dr.
Lewis had observed Plaintiff bumping into atieor people; Dr. Horwitz testified that
Plaintiff could avoid such hazarbtly turning her head to compsate for the loss of her left
visual field; and as discussed below, Riffihad in fact been avoiding such ordinary
hazards in the workplace in her role daliatime teacher and substitute teacher for 20
years, and had been obserbydagency investigats in April 2014, akaving no problem
avoiding hazards in a number of settings.

With respect to Dr. Preston’s medicalisce statement, the ALJ concluded that,
other than the findings that Plaintiff would &kele to perform light wik in terms of lifting
twenty pounds occasionally éiten pounds frequently, sittingcsiours a day, walking six
hours a day, and operating with no motor arssey deficits, which we consistent with
the record as a whole, the remainder of¥eston’s opinion was inconsistent with the

evidence of record and wastkfore entitled to “little weight.” In particular, the ALJ
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found that Dr. Preston’s opinion that Plaintffuld only stand founours a day and could
never stoop, kneel, crouch, or crawl, visas supported by anyplanation other than
Plaintiff's “subjective allegation that sheatls exerting herself because it brings on
migraines,” an allegation that the ALJ fowvds not credible in light of the medical
evidence of record. Tr. 22The ALJ also noted th&h person who can never stoop
would be bedridden, which isedrly not the case.” Tr. 22-23.

In discussing the other evidence of nel;ahe ALJ noted thalaintiff had suffered
from the same visual impairment since heolgtrin 1995, but thathe taught full time at
the SGA level for several years thereafter, tinad even after the alleged onset date in
2007, Plaintiff continued to wk as a substitute teacher one to three days per week, on
average. The ALJ also pointamPlaintiff's testimony at théune 5, 2014 hearing, that
she had never been to a refitdiion program for the visuallympaired, and that she had
been living with her impairment for 19 yeansd could “teach” such program at this
point.

Further, the ALJ noted that Plaintiff hadntinued to drive whout any significant
accidents since 1995, and that tever’s license was renewén March 2010 without any
restrictions. With respect to Plaintiff’'s manes, which Plaintiff testified were brought
on by doing “anything” for todong, or by lifting “anythingwith any weight,” the ALJ
noted that Plaintiff consistently reportedmedical providers that the medication she had
been prescribed for a mber of years for her migraines wed well, and that if she felt a

headache coming on, she would take onestaialhich would often stop the migraine.
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The ALJ also noted that Plaintiff had meguired frequent medication changes or
aggressive treatment for her migraines.

With respect to Plairffis ability to avoid ordinaryworkplace hazards, the ALJ
relied on a report by the Cooperative Disabilityestigation (“CDI”) unit of the Social
Security Administrationissued on May 6, 2014, regardimgjinvestigation into Plaintiff's
claims. As the ALJ noted, the CDI unit clutted surveillance of Plaintiff on April 30,
2014, and reported observing tRintiff was able to drive 6@iles to the town where her
consultative examinations were scheduled; sbastly drove four to five miles over the
speed limit without apparent difficulty; was able to navigataind and order food from a
fast-food restaurant, including walking quickiyough a parking lot and avoiding vehicles
leaving the drive-thrwvindow without apparent difficultyn seeing those vehicles; and
walked in, maneuvered through, and shopged/al-Mart without noticeable difficulties
in navigating crowds or objects.

Finally, the ALJ found that Plaintiff's agities of daily living were inconsistent
with her claims of disabling visual problemsSpecifically, the All noted that Plaintiff
lived alone; took care of own meals amalisework; maintainea Facebook account;
enjoyed sewing, swimming, and going for walkghe park; obtained fishing license in
2007, 2011, and 2012; and refgal “cutting down a Christnsetree in the woods” in
December 2012.

Based on the testimony of the VE, #ie] found that Plaintiff had the RFC to

perform her past relevant work as a data entry clerk. Alternatively, at step five, the ALJ
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found that Plaintiff had the RF-to perform workhat the VE had stated a person with
Plaintiff's RFC and vocational &ors could perform and that veeavailable in significant
numbers in the national econonmamely, the jobs of generakrk (classified as light and
semiskilled work), receptionistédentary and semiskilled), aadder clerk (sedentary and
semiskilled). Therefore, the ALJ concludédt Plaintiff was not disabled under the
Social Security Act. Tr. 10-32.

Plaintiff's request for review by the Aals Council was denied on August 27,
2015. Plaintiff has thus exhausted aliragistrative remedies and the ALJ’s decision
stands as the final agency action now under review.

Plaintiff's Arguments Before This Court

Plaintiff argues that the ALJ’s decisionniet supported by substantial evidence in
the record. More specifilty, Plaintiff argues that thALJ erred in discounting Dr.
Horwitz’s opinion that Plaitiff's impairment equaled thseverity of Listing 2.03A,
discounting Dr. Preston’s opinion (in checdxform) that Plaintiff could never stoop, and
not addressing Dr. Preston’s ojin (also in check-box form) that Plaintiff could not avoid
ordinary workplace hazards such as boxes erilttor, doors ajar, or approaching people
or vehicles, which was supped by Dr. Zuckerman. Pldiff also argues that the ALJ
erred in finding that Plaintiff's daily activit'eewere inconsistent with her allegations of
disability and in failing to support the RRinding with a narratig discussion of the
evidence. Plaintiff asks thtte ALJ’s decision be reversed and the case remanded for an

award of benefits or, alternatively rfturther development of the record.
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Agency Records, MedicaRecords, Evidentiary Heaing, and ALJ’'s Decision

The Court adopts the unppsed facts set forth Plaintiff’'s Statement of
Uncontroverted Material Facts (ECF No-13 with which Defendant represented she
agrees, and the unchallenged facts set forbeiiendant’s Stateméenf Additional Facts
(ECF No. 22-2). Togethethese statements provide a fiescription of the record before
the Court. Specific facts will be discussedhasded to address the parties’ arguments.

DISCUSSION

Standard of Review anl Statutory Framework

In reviewing the denial of Social Securiisability benefits, a court must review
the entire administrative recotd determine whether the ALJ’s findings are supported by
substantial evidence onehecord as a wholeJohnson v. Astryé28 F.3d 991, 992 (8th
Cir. 2011). The court “may not reverse merely because substantial evidence would
support a contrary outcome. Substantiadlence is that which a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a conclusidd.”(citations omitted). A reviewing court
“must consider evidence that both supponis detracts from the ALJ’s decision. If, after
review, [the court finds] it possible to drawo inconsistent positions from the evidence
and one of those positions repats the Commissioner’s findingfhe court] must affirm
the decision of the Commissioner.Chaney v. Colvin812 F.3d 672, 676 (8th Cir. 2016)
(citation omitted). Put another way, a coumbsld “disturb the ALJX decision only if it
falls outside the available zone of choicePapesh v. Colvin786 F.3d 1126, 1131 (8th

Cir. 2015) (citation omitted). A decision does fait outside that zone simply because
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the reviewing court might have reached a diffecamiclusion had it been the finder of fact
in the first instance.Id.

To be entitled to benefits, a claimant mdsmonstrate an inability to engage in
substantial gainful activity wbh exists in the national esomy, by reason of a medically
determinable impairment which iasted or can be expectedast for not less than 12
months. 42 U.S.C. 8 423(d)(1)(A)As indicated above, the Commissioner has
promulgated regulations, fouati20 C.F.R. § 404.1520, esliahing a five-step sequential
evaluation process to determine disahilitfhe Commissiondyegins by deciding
whether the claimant is engaged in suldshgainful activity. If not, the Commissioner
decides whether the claimant has a sevepairment or combination of impairments.

If the impairment or combination of impaents is severe and meets the duration
requirement, the Commissioner determiaestep three whether the claimant’s
impairment meets or is medligaequal to one of the deard-disabling impairments listed
in the Commissioner’s regulations. If not, bemmissioner asks at step four whether the
claimant has the RFC to perform his paswant work. [f the claimant cannot perform
his past relevant work, the burden of prebifts at step five to the Commissioner to
demonstrate that the claimant retains the Ri-@erform work thats available in the
national economy and thatasnsistent with the claimaatvocational factors — age,
education, and work experience&ee, e.g., Brock v. Astru&/4 F.3d 1062, 1064 (8th Cir.
2012). When a claimant canmrform the full rang of work in a particular category of

work (medium, light, and sedentary) listedhe regulations, the ALJ must produce
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testimony by a VE (or other similar eedce) to meet the step-five burdeBee Baker v.
Barnhart 457 F.3d 882, 89@th Cir. 2006).

Dr. Horwitz's Opinion as to Medical Equivalence

Plaintiff does not contendor does the record suppdtiat she meets any of the
deemed-disabling visual impaients listed in the regulations. If a visual impairment
does not meet a § 2.00 listing, the regulatstase that the agenaeyill “consider whether
[the claimant has] an impairment(s) that Sfads the criteria of adting in another body
system,” including “whether thimpairment(s) medically equals a listing.” 20 C.F.R. Pt.
404, Subpt. P, App. 1 8 2B0 “[T]he responsibility fodeciding medical equivalence
rests with the [ALJ],” and in determining medl equivalence, the ALJ is to “consider all
evidence in [the claimant’sjase record about [the af@nt’s] impairment(s) and its
effects on [the claimant] that is relevanthes finding.” 20 C.F.R. § 404.1526(c), (e).

“To establish equivalency, a claimamust present medical findings equal in
severity to all the criteria for the one most similarly listed impairmentgd, 839 F.3d at
730 (quotingSullivan v. Zebleyd93 U.S. 521, 531 (199®uperseded by statute on other
grounds as stated in Colon v. ApféB3 F. Supp. 2d 330, 338 (S.D.N.Y. 2001)). “A
claimant cannot qualify for benefits undke ‘equivalence’ step by showing that the
overall functional impact of his unlisted impaent or combination of impairments is as
severe as that of a listed impairmentZebley 493 U.S. at 531.

Here, although Dr. Horwitz opined thagkitiff's visual impairment was equal in

severity to Listing 2.03A, hbased this opinion primarilgn the fact that he believed
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Plaintiff's impairment equaletthe functional difficulty thabne would havevho did have
less than 20 degrees visual field in all mendi Tr. 885. Therefore, he appeared to
improperly rely on the function@hpact of Plaintiff's impairment, rather than presenting
medical findings equal in severity tb af the criteria for Listing 2.03A.

Moreover, Dr. Horwitz went on to testithat “[p]eople vary in their ability to
adapt” to this type of impairment, thabfee people would be gemely disabled [and]
[o]thers would get along reasdmtawell,” and that Plaintiff hd “adapted very, very well,”
including “by turning her heaaind using other techniques.Tr. 876, 886-87. And as the
ALJ noted, Plaintiff workedull-time for several years after she first became impaired,
continued to work part-time @& the alleged disability onset date, and, as late as April
2014, was observed by the CDI investigatmraneuvering easily around a restaurant,
store, and parking lots withbassistance. Tr. 778-79.

In light of the above, the Court conclisdihat the ALJ was entitled to find that
Plaintiff did not meet or equia deemed-disabling listingSee McAllister v. Astryéo.
1.05CV59 AGF, 2008 WL 43784, at *16—17 (E.D. Mo. Sept. 19, 2008) (holding that
although two ophthalmologists noted objecti®st results that met the criteria for listed
visual impairments, the rembincluded contradictory commes as to the plaintiff's
functioning and observations tife plaintiff easily maneuvering around rooms and
spotting objects, and the ALJ was entitled to Ikesthese conflicts and find that Plaintiff

did not meet the listing criteria).
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Dr. Preston’s Opinions as to Stoopin@nd Avoiding Ordinary Workplace Hazards

Although the Court does not agree witie ALJ’s finding that a person who can
never stoop would necessarily lredridden, the Court conles that substantial evidence
supports the ALJ’s other reasons for discounDr. Preston’s opinion. Dr. Preston did
not support his check-box fimy with respect to Plairftis ability to stoop with any
narrative description other than his note thatrfiffiself-reported that she did not stoop to
avoid exacerbating her migraines. Bug tlecord supports the ALJ’s finding that
Plaintiff's complaint in this regard was not credible, because she consistently reported to
treatment providers that her migraines weet! managed and effectively treated with her
prescribed medication. Tr. 822, 823 hus, the ALJ was entitled to discount Dr.
Preston’s opinion as to PHiff's ability to stoop. See Vance v. Berryhil860 F.3d 1114,
1120 (8th Cir. 2017{*[A]ln ALJ need not give [eve] a treating physician’s opinion
controlling weight when the opinion is basmta claimant’s subjective complaints that
ALJ does not find credible”).

Likewise, although the AL did not expressly discuss Dr. Preston’s check-box
finding regarding Plaintiff's ability to and ordinary workplae hazards, the ALJ did
discuss Dr. Zuckerman'’s idengiiccheck-box finding, and st stated that, aside from
limited portions, Dr. Preston’s opinion was sapported by substaal evidence because
it was inconsistent with the record as a whole.

The record, indeed, contains inconsistesevhich were discussed by the ALJ and

which detract from Dr. Preston’s and Zuckerman’s opinions in this regardsee
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Wagner v. Astruet99 F.3d 842, 848 (8tir. 2007) (“The ALJ mgreject the conclusions
of any medical expert, whether hired by tt&mant or the government, if they are
inconsistent with the record as a whole.”). aBwles of these incongemcies include that:
Plaintiff suffered from the same impairmesmce 1995, but worked full time thereatfter,
and continued to work part time after tHieged onset date; although Dr. Lewis observed
Plaintiff on a single occasion bumping into pleognd doorframes, no other provider made
similar observations; and Plaiifiwas observed on April 30, 2014 (the same day as Dr.
Preston’s examination) driving 60 miles aésgs 4 to 5 miles over the limit, and easily
navigating and maneuveringoand stores and parking Iqtsr. 778-79). Moreover, as
Defendant correctly notes, Plafhtestified at the June 2014 evidentianhearing that

she applied for and received unemploymueemefits for approximately two years,
beginning at the end of 2009, after alleged onset date (Tr. 844-45)

These facts demonstrate at least soroenisistency with Plaintiff's claim of a
disabling visual impairment.See, e.g., Milam v. Colvii794 F.3d 978, 984-85 (8th Cir.
2015) (“In seeking and obtang such unemployment beitsf [the claimant] evinced a
willingness and ability to work, which contrats her claim of disabling pain,” and the
claimant’s “search for a new job after @yoff further evincedoth a willingness and
ability to work after she allegedly became disabledHilt-Hayden v. Comm’r, Soc. Sec.
Admin, No. 6:15-CV-00258-HZ, @16 WL 3396937, at *4-fD. Or. June 14, 2016)
(affirming an ALJ’s reliance on, among othlibeings, a CDI report finding that “despite

allegations of severe vision issues, [themkat] had no trouble walking, opening a gate,
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looking at a photograph, or dialing a phdne,exclude vision-related limitations from the
claimant’'s RFC); 20 C.F.R. § 404.1571 (“Twerk . . . that you have done during any
period in which you believe you are disablady show that you are able to work at the
substantial gainful activity level,” and “jé@n if the work you have done was not
substantial gainful activity, it may show thatu are able to do more work than you
actually did.”).

The ALJ was responsible for weighinggitonflicting evidence, and the Court
cannot say that the ALJ’s findings with regspto Plaintiff's RFC were outside the
available “zone of choice.”

Plaintiff's Daily Activities

Plaintiff also argues that the ALJ exaggfed the nature and extent of Plaintiff's
daily activities. Itis generally true that achant’s ability to engge in personal activities
does not constitute substantialdance that she has the functional capacity to engage in
SGA. See, e.g., Wagner v. Astrd®9 F.3d 842, 851 (8th IC2007). But a claimant’'s
daily activities may undenine her credibility. See, e.g., Harris v. Barnhai@56 F.3d
926, 930 (8th Cir. 2004) (“It was also notreasonable for the ALJ to note that Harris's
daily activities, including part-time work, cleag house, attendindnarch, and dining out
with her boyfriend, werenconsistent with her claim of disabling pain.”).

Here, it was reasonable for the ALJital that Plaintiff's activities, including
driving, living alone, taking care of hewn meals and housewgrsewing, swimming,

going for walks in thepark, and cutting down a Christmasdr were inconsistent with her
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subjective complaints of disabling vision problemSee Casson v. ColviNo.
C15-4016-LTS, 2016 WBb422111, at *7 (N.D. lowa $& 27, 2016) (“[A] claimant’s
ability to engage in a specifictaaty (in this case drivingjhat should be precluded by his
or her alleged symptom (in this case vision issues) does cut against the claimant’s
credibility.”).

The ALJ’'s Narrative Discussion

Finally, the Court rejects Plaintiff's gmment that the ALJ erred in failing to
support the RFC finding with narrative discussion ofdlevidence. The ALJ's RFC
determination was supged by a detailed desctipn of the evidence related to Plaintiff's
credible limitations, and the Coumds no error in this respect.

CONCLUSION

Accordingly,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the decision of the Commissioner is
AFFIRMED .

A separate Judgment shall accamy this Memorandum and Order.

AUDREY G. FLEISSIG X}
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Dated on this 5th deof September, 2017
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