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WOLLMAN, Circuit Judge.

Patricia Lawence appeals fromthe district court's! order affirmng
the Commi ssioner's denial of her application for Supplenental Security
I nconme (SSI) and Disability Insurance Benefits (DIB). W affirm

At the tinme Lawence filed for benefits, she was thirty-one years
ol d. She has a twelfth grade education and enpl oynent experience as a
cook, cashier, nurse's aide, janitor, press operator, and nobst recently as
a sew ng nmachi ne operator.

The Honorable Garnett Thomas Eisele, United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas, adopting the report and
recomendation of the Honorable Jerry Cavaneau, United States
Magi strate Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas.



Lawr ence's applications for SSI and DIB were filed on Septenber 8,
1992. She clained that on February 7, 1992, she sustained a back injury
while working as a sewi ng nmachi ne operator and has been unable to work
since then. At a hearing before an adnministrative law judge (ALJ),
Law ence asserted that the injury to her back caused "extrene pain" in her
back and nunbness in her extremities, resulting in her inability to sit or
stand for periods longer than fifteen ninutes at a tine, in sone |oss of
use of her hands, and in her decreased ability to perform househol d tasks.
She also clains that the back injury has affected her nerves, causing her

to trenble, and that her knees "buckle up," limting the distance she can

wal K.

The ALJ found that Lawence suffered from severe back problens but
that she retained the residual functional capacity to perform her past
rel evant work. Specifically, the ALJ found that although Law ence has
slight restriction of novenent in her |ow back, she has full use of the
upper extrenities and would be able to performa w de range of |ight work,
t hus enabling her to perform her past relevant work as a sew ng nachine
operat or. The ALJ denied benefits, and the Appeals Council denied
Lawr ence's request for review.

On appeal, Lawence argues that the Comni ssioner's decision is not
supported by substantial evidence because the ALJ's credibility
deterninations do not have a sound basis and his residual functional
capacity determination and his conclusion that Lawence can perform her
past relevant work are contradi cted by nedi cal evidence.

Qur review entails determning only whether the Comn ssioner's
deci sion is supported by substantial evidence on the record vi ewed



as a whol e. See Shelton v. Chater, 87 F.3d 992, 995 (8th G r. 1996).
"“Substantial evidence is |ess than a preponderance, but enough so that a

reasonable mnd night find it adequate to support the conclusion.'" [d.
(quoting Qoerst v. Shalala, 2 F.3d 249, 250 (8th G r. 1993)).

Lawr ence conpl ains of extrenme pain in her back, |oss of use of her
hands, and nunbness in her legs and feet. The nedical evidence, however,
is not consistent with Lawrence's testinony relating to her degree of pain
and disability.

On February 14, 1992, one week after Lawence alleges that she
sustai ned her injury, the exam ning physician diagnosed her with "upper
back strain." The physician's notes indicate that no fracture,
di sl ocation, or prevertebral soft tissue swelling was noted, and X-rays
taken on that date were nornal. When Law ence was exami ned again on
February 27, 1992, the physician again reviewed the X-rays and concl uded
that they were nornmal. His notes indicate that his exanination reveal ed
an "intact neurologic exan! and that Lawence's sensory, notor, and deep
tendon refl exes were intact and equal bilaterally.

Through an exam nation on July 30, 1992, the physician detern ned
that Lawence had a mld diffuse disc bulge but that everything el se was
nor mal . A followup exam nation on August 6, 1992, revealed an intact
neurol ogic exam and negative straight |eg raising, and the doctor
reconmended t hat Law ence perform prescri bed exerci ses.

On Novenber 30, 1992, Dr. Joel Price exanined Law ence, and alt hough
he prescribed two pain nedications, he also deternined that her conplaints
were "spurious or exaggerated." Exani nations on February 24 and March 3,
1993, again revealed only a small focal disc herniation, which did not
"appear to efface the thecal sac, displace the nerve roots or produce a
spi nal stenosis."



On August 2, 1993, Dr. Jon D. Collier determ ned that Lawence had
a thirty-five percent total disability. In a Septenber 10, 1993,
exam nation, however, Dr. TomMIler found that although Lawence suffered
from a focal disc herniation, he found no clear root conpression and
concl uded that Lawence was not a candidate for surgery. Dr. MIler found
that there was noderate restriction of notion in Lawence's back and that
Lawr ence had sone decreased sensation in her left foot and toes. Dr.
Mller's opinion was that Lawence had a permanent partial inpairnent
rating of only ten percent, and the only restriction he placed upon her
activities was that she could not lift nore than thirty-five pounds.

Lawr ence contends that she cannot sit or stand for |onger than
fifteen mnutes at a tinme, cannot wal k |ong distances, and cannot hold
things with her hands very long. Law ence acknow edges, however, that she
can dress and bathe herself, and that she is able to do sonme houseworKk,
cooki ng, and shoppi ng.

We conclude that the nedical evidence and the |evel of Lawence's
daily activities contradict Lawence's testinony regarding the severity of
her pain and disability. The ALJ therefore properly discredited those
conplaints. See dark v. Chater, 75 F.3d 414, 417 (8th Gr. 1996) (ALJ may
discredit conplaints that are inconsistent with evidence, including nedica

reports and daily activities). Li kewi se, the ALJ properly discredited
Law ence's husband's testinony, finding that it was notivated by his desire
to see Lawence obtain benefits. See Brown v. Chater, 87 F.3d 963, 965-66
(8th Gir. 1996) (ALJ could discredit testinony that was suspect).

Moreover, the record supports the ALJ's determnation that
Lawr ence could performlight work. Light work "involves lifting no nore
than twenty pounds at a tinme with frequent lifting or carrying of objects
wei ghing up to ten pounds" and may al so require "a good deal of wal king or
standing.” 20 C.F.R § 404.1567(b) (1996).



Lawr ence stated on her vocational report that at her npbst recent job she
lifted only seat cover parts and the covers thensel ves and that at another
sewing job she lifted no nore than twenty pounds. |n addition, Dr. Mller
restricted Lawrence to lifting no nore than thirty-five pounds. Although
Lawrence indicated in the vocational report that those jobs required
frequent bending and long periods of either sitting or standing, her
assertion that she is unable to do these things, as we have explai ned
above, is not supported by the evidence.

Al though we recogni ze that there is sone evidence that Lawrence has
in fact sustained a back injury and is in sone degree of pain, we may not
reverse the ALJ's determination sinply because there is substantial
evi dence supporting an opposite result. See Piepgras v. Chater, 76 F.3d
233, 236 (8th Cir. 1996).

W concl ude that substantial evidence supports the determ nation that
Lawrence can do light work and that she is therefore able to perform her
past rel evant work.

The judgnent is affirnmed.
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