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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 Plaintiff Sherry Lynn Armes’s application for disability insurance benefits.
The court denied Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment, granted the Commissioner’s cross-motion,
and upheld the ALJ’s finding that Plaintiff was not disabled.
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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 parties filed cross-motions for summary
judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court upheld the Commissioner's decision if supported by
substantial evidence and based on the correct legal standards. The
court reviewed the record as a whole, considered evidence supporting
and detracting from the ALJ's conclusion, and could not affirm on
grounds not relied upon by the ALJ. Errors were harmless only when
clearly inconsequential to the ultimate nondisability determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly considered the combination of Armes's impairments when determining her
residual functional capacity.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Dr. Swe Than's medical-source opinion under the supportability
and consistency requirements of 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520c and 416.920c.

3. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding at step four that Armes could perform her past
relevant work as a prescription clerk and optical technician.

4. Whether the ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons for discounting Armes's subjective
symptom testimony.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately considered Armes's relevant impairments and substantial evidence supported the
finding that she could perform light work with additional limitations.

2. The ALJ properly discounted Dr. Than's opinion because it was inadequately supported and inconsistent
with the record.

3. Substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding that Armes could perform her past relevant work as a
prescription clerk and optical technician.

4. The ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for
discounting Armes's subjective symptom testimony.

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.”” (at 2)

“The ALJ identified numerous inconsistencies between Plaintiff’s subjective testimony and the medical record
evidence.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Armes applied for disability insurance benefits, alleging disability beginning May 25, 2020, when she was sixty
years old. The ALJ found severe impairments consisting of congestive heart failure, atrial paroxysmal
fibrillation, degenerative joint disease of the left knee, and obesity, but found that she retained the residual
functional capacity for light work with specified postural and environmental limitations. The ALJ found that she
could perform her past relevant work as a prescription clerk and optical technician. The district court relied on
evidence of generally intact strength, gait, musculoskeletal findings, and improved or controlled symptoms,
including cardiac improvement after ablation and pain control with tramadol.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Armes applied for disability insurance benefits on March 18, 2021, alleging disability beginning May 25, 2020.
The application was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a June 23, 2022 telephonic hearing, ALJ
Joseph Doyle found her not disabled on July 5, 2022. The Appeals Council denied review, and Armes filed this
action on June 15, 2023. The district court denied Armes's motion for summary judgment, granted the
Commissioner's cross-motion, entered judgment for the Commissioner, and closed the case.
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