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Coll een R Hayes appeals fromthe district court's' judgnent

*Ef fective March 31, 1995, the functions of the Secretary
of Health and Hunman Services in social security cases
were transferred to the Conm ssi oner of Social Security.
Pub. L. No. 103-296. Pursuant to Fed. R App. P. 43(c),
Shirley S. Chater, Comm ssioner of Social Security, is
substituted as the appellee in this action. Although we
have substituted the Comm ssioner in the caption, in the
text we continue to refer to the Secretary of Health and
Human Servi ces because she was the appropriate party at
the tinme of the underlying decision.

'The Honorable Harold D. Vietor, United States District Judge
for the Southern District of |owa.



affirmng the Secretary of Health and Human Services's denial of

her application for supplenmental security income benefits. She
argues that the admnistrative | aw judge erred by discounting the
opinion of her treating physician. She also argues that the

district court erred in affirmng the admnistrative |aw judge's
decision to deny benefits because the hypothetical question put
forth to the vocational expert did not include all of her
restrictions and inpairnents. W affirm

Hayes is a fifty-three-year-old woman with a ninth grade
education who is also trained as a nurse's aide. She clainms a
di sability onset date of Novenber 12, 1991, after she injured her
back lifting a patient. She also clains disability due to pain and
br eat hi ng probl ens.

Following the five-step analysis mandated by 20 C F.R
8§ 404. 1520 (1995), the admnistrative |aw judge found that Hayes
has "severe" inpairnments in that she is significantly affected in
her ability to performbasic work activities. The judge found that
Hayes had a degenerative di sc di sease of the |unbar spine, chronic
pain syndrone, and chronic obstructive pul nonary disease. The
j udge concl uded, however, that Hayes did not have an i npairnment or
conbi nation  of impairments qualifying under the "listed
impairments.” Although finding that Hayes could not perform her
past relevant work as a nurse's aide, maid, or cleaner, the judge
found the Secretary nmet her burden of proving that Hayes retained
t he residual functional capacity to performlight exertional |evel
work. A vocational expert testified that Hayes could work as a
light, unskilled assenbly worker, including pencil, ballpoint pen,
and toy assenbler, as well as an inside security guard, and that
such positions were available in the state and nati onal econom es.
The administrative |aw judge found that Hayes' testinobny was not
"fully credible" as to pain, and denied Hayes' disability claim
The Secretary adopted the admi nistrative |law judge's ruling as her
final decision, and the district court affirned.
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W affirmthe district court if the adm nistrative | awjudge's
decision is supported by substantial evidence on the record as a
whol e. Shannon v. Chater, 54 F.3d 484, 486 (8th G r. 1995 . "W
may not reverse nerely because substantial evidence would have
supported an opposite decision.” Id. (internal quotations
omtted).

Hayes first argues that the adm ni strative | awjudge's finding
of her residual functional capacity is not supported by substanti al
evi dence. Hayes contends that the judge failed to consider the
opi nions of her treating physicians that she could not repeatedly
lift, bend, twist, or turn, and that she nust take frequent breaks.
Hayes contends that her treating physician's opinionis entitledto
great deference. Thonpson v. Sullivan, 957 F.2d 611, 614 (8th Cr
1992). She contends that the hypothetical question asked to the
vocational expert did not include limtations on tw sting, turning,

bendi ng, and the need to alternate positions frequently or take
breaks, and thus, the vocational expert's testinony cannot
constitute substantial evidence that she is not disabled. Hayes
further argues that the admnistrative |aw judge's finding that
Hayes mnust avoid tenperature extrenes due to her respiratory
difficulties is inconsistent with the judge's conclusion that she
is not disabled. She argues that she woul d be exposed to extrene
tenperatures getting to and from work, and thus, this fact
denonstrates that she is disabl ed.

It is true that the vocational expert testified that the
assenbly and security guard jobs would require twisting "to sone

extent," and repetitive lifting of no "nore than a couple of
pounds.” The administrative |law judge found that the positions
woul d require occasional tw sting. The nedi cal evidence which

Hayes directs us to, however, does not establish that she is
precluded fromthese activities. The nedical report Hayes cites
st at es: "[ Hayes] cannot tolerate repetitive lifting, bending,
twi sting or turning anynore than an occasional activity throughout
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the course of her work duties. . . . | would anticipate that a
wei ght restriction of approximately 25# is appropriate. . . ."
Thus, the report itself does not indicate that Hayes can never
twist, turn, or bend. Moreover, the doctor issued the report in
February 1989, and Hayes returned to work as a notel maid for six
months in 1991. Oher evidence in the record supports the finding
that Hayes can perform light exertional level work.? Hayes
testified that she can lift twenty to twenty-five pounds. Results
of diagnostic tests further support the finding that Hayes' back
probl ens are not disabling. A lunbar nyel ogramwas normal, show ng
no evi dence of a herniated disc or other abnormality.

Because we conclude there is substantial evidence that Hayes
can perform light exertional work, there is no error in the
hypot hetical question posed to the vocational expert. The
hypot hetical question included all of Hayes' inpairnents and
l[imtations which the admnistrative |law judge concluded were
credible. See Mntgonery v. Chater, 69 F.3d 273, 275 (8th Cr.
1995).

Finally, we reject Hayes' argunent that her pul nonary di sease
entitles her to benefits. The admi nistrative | aw judge found that
Hayes nmust avoid extrenes of tenperature in the workplace, but he
did not find that she could not travel to and from work. She
testified that she has trouble breathing with heat and hum dity,
but that she has to be exposed to heat and humdity for half an
hour before she has troubl e breathing. She also testified that she
is able to drive, and that she is able to go to the doctor and
grocery store. Thus, we nust reject her argunment that she is
unable to get to and from work

The admnistrative law judge's finding that Hayes is not

*The vocational expert also testified that these jobs would
al | ow Hayes to change positions frequently on an as-needed basis.
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di sabled is supported by substanti al

whol e. Accordingly, we affirm
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