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WOLLMAN, GCircuit Judge.

Shirley MG nni s appeal s the district court's' order affirmng
the denial of her application for Social Security disability
benefits. Because the decision by the Adm nistrative Law Judge
(ALJ) is supported by substantial evidence, we affirm

McG nnis applied for disability benefits and for Suppl enment al
Security Incone (SSI) benefits on Septenmber 2, 1992, and My 3,
1993, respectively, claimng that she had been unabl e to work since
Septenber 2, 1989, due to mgrai ne headaches. Her applications
were denied initially and upon reconsideration by the Social
Security Adm nistration. A hearing was then held on June 9, 1994,
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at which a vocational expert testified. The ALJ subsequently
denied McGnnis's claim for benefits, finding that she was not
di sabl ed under the Social Security Act and that she could perform
her past rel evant work skills such as schedul i ng, supervising, and
assi gni ng j obs.

The Appeal s Council then denied McG nnis's request for review
and the district court affirnmed the decision of the ALJ. MG nnis
appeals, arguing that the ALJ's findings with respect to her
functional restrictions were inconsistent.

We review the denial of Social Security benefits to determ ne
whet her the ALJ's decision is supported by substantial evidence on
the record as a whole. 42 U S C 8§ 405(g); Wolf v. Shalala, 3
F.3d 1210, 1213 (8th Cr. 1993). Substantial evidence is that
whi ch a reasonable mnd m ght accept as adequate to support the
Secretary's conclusion. Wolf, 3 F. 3d at 1213 (citations omtted).

The ALJ fol |l owed t he sequential five-step procedure prescribed
inthe regulations to determ ne whether McG nni s was di sabl ed. See
C.F.R 88 404.1520, 416.920; Smth v. Shalala, 987 F.2d 1371, 1373
(8th Gr. 1993). The ALJ concluded that the objective nedica
evidence failed to establish that MGnnis had a disability
i mpai rment under the regul ations. Having reviewed the record, we
find there was anpl e evidence to support the ALJ's findings.

Al though McGnnis was treated for headaches by various
physi cians from Novenber 1991 through April 1993, the reports
showed t hat her neurol ogi cal exam nations were normal. Several CT
scans were al so performed on MG nnis, all of which were negati ve.
In addition, an EEG performed in 1990 was nornal. Dr. CO
Peterson's report also | ends support to the ALJ's decision. After
exam ning McG nnis in Septenber 1992, Dr. Peterson noted that she
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was not restricted in any way; she was quite active; her anbul ati on
was good; and it appeared that she was responding to treatnment and
that she would further inprove in the future.

Noting that a claimnt's case does not end sol ely because the
obj ective nedical evidence does not support a finding of a
disability inpairnment, the ALJ next proceeded to discuss the
factors set out in Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th
Cir. 1984) (subsequent history omtted), to analyze MGnnis's
subj ective conpl aints of pain.

The ALJ found that McG nnis did suffer from "severe chronic
headaches wi th associ at ed nausea and vom ting." However, he noted
that the appropriate question was not whether McG nnis suffers any
pai n but instead whether the painis so disabling as to prevent her
fromperform ng any type of work. See Benskin v. Bowen, 830 F.2d
878, 883 (8th Cir. 1987) (stating that the real issue is not
whet her clai mant has pain but rather severity of pain). The ALJ
then proceeded to list his reasons for discounting MG nnis's
conplaints of disabling pain under the standards set out in
Pol aski. First, he noted the | ack of objective nmedical evidence to
support her conplaints. See Matthews v. Bowen, 879 F.2d 422, 425
(8th Cir. 1989) (stating that medi cal evidence establishing m ninal
back probl emwas sufficient basis to discount clainmant's conplaints
of disabling pain). He further noted that McG nnis did not appear
to have engaged in a regular medication reginen. | nst ead, she
sinply went to the energency roomwhen her headaches becane severe.
He al so pointed out that when McG nnis did take nedication for her
headaches she woul d get relief.

I n support of his decision, the ALJ al so noted that McG nnis's
daily activities were i nconsi stent with her conpl ai nts of disabling
pain. See Loving v. Dep't of Health & Human Servs., 16 F.3d 967,
970-71 (8th Cir. 1994) (stating claimant's daily activities such as
driving, visiting people, reading, and going to church were
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i nconsistent with claimant's testinony that he was di sabled). The
ALJ found that on her good days McGnnis could "shop, attend
church, stand, walk, dress herself, clinb stairs, kneel, drive a
car, carry light things, push things, reach for things, handle
things, ride in a car, visit with other people, craw, lift [ight
t hings, pull things, see and hear satisfactorily, speak so that she
can be understood, grip with her hand, squat, or wite her nanme or
aletter.”" Additionally, McGnnis reported that she could perform
all household tasks and attend all recreational and social
activities, except when she had headaches. Considering the fact
that McGnnis could sonetinmes go for an entire nonth w thout a
headache and on average suffers four m grai ne headaches per nonth,
we find this evidence representative of her daily activities.
Furthernore, in a questionnaire submtted prior to the hearing,
McG nnis herself stated that she could "sit or stand for a long
time, walk a mle, and could in fact work an ei ght hour workday."

Despite the ALJ' s detailed findings, McG nnis alleges that his
deci sion was internally inconsistent with respect to her functional
restrictions. Specifically, she clainms that the ALJ' s statenent
that he found her testinony regarding her functional restrictions
to be "essentially credible" contradicted his finding that her only
functional restriction was to stay out of the sun. MG nnis reads
the ALJ's general statenent too broadly. Despite maeking this
general statenent in assessing her functional restrictions, the ALJ
later clarified his remarks by finding that "[t]he clai mant
has no functional physical exertional restrictions other than she
shoul d stay out of the sun."? Even assuming that the ALJ's general
statenent that McG nnis's functional Iimtations were "essentially
credi bl e" was anbiguous, the ALJ specifically found that her
subj ective conpl aints of pain were not credible and supported t hese

*The ALJ included this functional restriction in the questions
posed to the vocati onal expert despite the fact that at the hearing
McG nni s appeared to have a suntan.
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findings with evidence contained in the record. 1In any event, we
have held that "[a]ln arguable deficiency in opinion-witing
technique is not a sufficient reason for setting aside an

adm nistrative finding where . . . the deficiency probably ha[s] no
practical effect on the outconme of the case.” Benskin, 830 F.2d at
883.

McG nnis also clainms, in passing, that the ALJ failed to

concl ude that she suffered fromchronic pel vic pain despite nedical
evidence to the contrary. MG nnis i naccurately characterizes the
ALJ's decision. The ALJ did note that McG nnis had chronic pelvic
pain in 1989 and consequently underwent exploratory surgery. The
AL) referred to doctors' reports, however, indicating that
McG nni s's pel vic pain had decreased follow ng the surgery and t hat
normal pelvic nobility had been restored. Even considering
additional evidence relating to MG nnis's pelvic pain offered
post-hearing, we find that the ALJ's decision is supported by
substanti al evidence. Nowhere does McGnnis claim that she is
unable to work or restricted in any way because of pelvic pain.
Nor does she claimthat her pelvic pain is a disabling condition
entitling her to benefits. MGnnis herself states in her brief
that her "claimfor disability is based on chronic severe m graine
headaches.” Thus, we conclude that this claimis neritless.

We concl ude that there was substantial evidence to support the
ALJ's finding that McG nnis's headaches were not so severe as to
preclude her from perform ng any type of work. See Wolf, 3 F.3d
at 1214, Accordingly, we affirm the judgnent of the district
court.
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