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WOLLMAN, Circuit Judge.

Cel estine Brown appeals the district court's?! judgnent affirmng the
denial of her application for Social Security disability benefits. W
affirm

Celestine Brown is a forty-six-year-old wonman with a high school
degree. After conpleting cosnetol ogy school and two years of college, she
wor ked as a preschool teacher and as a tel ephone operator. On Decenber 15,
1992, Brown filed applications for Social Security disability benefits and
Suppl enental Security
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Inconme (SSI) benefits, alleging a disability onset date of October 20,
1989. Brown clained that she was unable to work due to headaches;
depression; fatigue; vision problens; nmuscle spasns; dizziness; swelling
in her leg, ankle, feet, and hand; and pain in her neck, back, and
shoul der. The Social Security Administration denied her applications
initially and upon reconsideration. After conducting a hearing, the
Adm nistrative Law Judge (ALJ), found that Brown did not suffer from a
disability as defined in the Social Security Act. The Appeal s Counci
deni ed Brown's request for review and the district court affirned. In this
appeal, Brown alleges that the ALJ inproperly disregarded her subjective
conplaints of pain and failed to adequately devel op the record.

W will uphold the ALJ's decision to deny benefits if it is supported
by substantial evidence on the record as a whole. Baunparten v. Chater
75 F.3d 366, 368 (8th Cir. 1996). Substantial evidence is that which a
reasonable mnd would find as adequate to support the ALJ's concl usion.

Id. The ALJ, after following the five-step process set out in 20 CF. R
88 404.1520 and 416.920, concluded that Brown did have nedically
determ nabl e i npairnents including cervical and | unbar strains, dysthym a,
maj or depression, and dependent personality disorder. He found, however,
that the evidence failed to establish that the inpairments were, singly or
i n conbination, severe enough to constitute a disability under the Act.
The ALJ concl uded that Brown woul d be incapabl e of perforning occupations
that require lifting of nore than twenty pounds or those occupations that
require frequent lifting and carrying of itenms weighing nore than ten
pounds. He found, however, that Brown could return to her past rel evant
work as a tel ephone operator. After reviewing the record, we find there
was sufficient evidence to support the ALJ's determ nations.



Brown clains that her pain started after she fell down a flight of
stairs on July 9, 1988, and that it was conpounded by several autonobile
accidents occurring between 1989 and 1992. There is little objective
nedi cal evidence in the record that woul d support Brown's claimthat her
i mpai rnments are disabling. First, all of the tests conducted on Brown,
i ncluding an arthrogram X-rays of the neck and back, and a nyel ogram of
the cervical and |unbar region, were nornal

In addition, Dr. Mchael O Neil, who exam ned Brown on Decenber 18
1989, noted that Brown's "synptons of |eft shoulder pain and |l eft neck pain
are very generalized and not consistent with a cervical disc syndrone or
a single nerve root injury or an injury to the soft tissues of the |eft
shoul der. " Dr. ONeil could find no explanation for Brown's physica
synptons and believed that Brown woul d not have any pernmanent inpairment
as a result of the injury.

D ane Ratigan, a physical therapist, evaluated Brown on June 7, 1990.
Ms. Ratigan believed that Brown was "capabl e of perforning nost aspects of
her job," but noted that Brown's ability to performher past work for nore
than 20 minutes at one tine was |linmted by her pain. Al t hough M.
Ratigan's statenent nay | end support to a finding of disability, the ALJ
was permitted to discredit the statenent because the concl usion appeared
torest solely on Brown's conplaints of pain. See Wolf v. Shalala, 3 F. 3d
1210, 1214 (8th Gr. 1993) (conclusory statenent of disability based on
claimant's subjective conplaints of pain entitled to little weight when

unsupported by objective nedical evidence).

On June 28, 1990, Dr. Janmes Rogers perfornmed a vocational eval uation.
He noted the absence of functional restrictions placed upon Brown by her
treating physicians. Based on Ms. Ratigan's report, however, Dr. Rogers
did not believe that Brown could return to her forner job at the tine of
t he eval uation. Neverthel ess, he



stated that Brown could return to her previous work if she could get her
pai n under control

In an exam nation performed foll owing an autonobil e accident in March
1991, Dr. R Schuyler Gooding stated that "although this patient my
continue to have sone disconfort in her neck and in her |ower back, she is
enpl oyabl e, and capabl e of holding down a job." In further support of the
ALJ's finding of no disability, Dr. Gooding concluded that Brown did not
appear to be in any significant distress during an exam nati on conduct ed
on March 15, 1993. Dr. Gooding "continue[d] to be of the inpression that
this patient can return to the work force." His report reflects that he
"advi sed [Brown] that she will probably always experience sone variabl e
di sconfort involving her neck and her |ower back in view of the fact that
she is not getting younger and that she is slightly overwei ght."

Moreover, Dr. WIIliam Johnson, who treated Brown from COctober 1,
1988, through Cctober 2, 1990, and from Decenber 30, 1991, through August
3, 1992, recommended conservative treatnent for Brown's neck, arm and
shoul der pain, including nedication, exercise, and physical therapy. In
Brown's final visit on August 3, 1992, Dr. Johnson concl uded that Brown had
intermttent synptons in her neck, |eft shoul der, and back. According to
Dr. Johnson, Brown's examnation failed to reveal nore than mld limtation
of motion and nild spasm Finally, after performng a psychol ogical
eval uation of Brown on July 17, 1993, Dr. Thonmas Engl and, a psychol ogi st,
found that Brown exhibited synptons of mild depression but had no gross
nment al probl ens.

Brown contends that the ALJ's decision to discount her subjective
conplaints of pain is unsupported by the record. |In applying the factors
set forth in Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th Cir. 1984), to
analyze a claimant's subjective conplaints of pain, an ALJ is required to

exam ne: (1) the



claimant's daily activities; (2) the duration, frequency and intensity of
pain; (3) dosage, effectiveness, and side effects of nedication; (4)
precipitating and aggravating factors; and (5) functional restrictions.
An ALJ may discount a claimant's subjective conplaints of pain only if
there are inconsistencies in the record as a whole. Snith v. Shalala, 987
F.2d 1371, 1374 (8th Cr. 1993).

Applying the foregoing guidelines, the ALJ discounted Brown's
conplaints of disabling pain. Al though the ALJ considered Brown's
i npressive work history in assessing her credibility, he found that
"[s]tandi ng al one, it says nothing concerning the individual's inpairnents,
their effect upon his or her ability to function, or any residual abilities
that individual mght have for work in the national econony." Next, the
ALJ noted that the objective nedical evidence failed to docunent any
disabling inpairment. See Matthews v. Bowen, 879 F.2d 422, 425 (8th GCir.
1989) (nedical evidence revealing only nminor inpairnents was sufficient

basis to discount clainmant's conplaint of disabling pain). Consistent with
the lack of objective nedical evidence, Dr. England reported that "[Brown]
gave the appearance of trying to draw attention to her problens, or perhaps
even exaggerate them" In addition, Ms. Ratigan's notes followi ng Brown's
eval uation reveal ed that Brown applied inconsistent effort in performng
a strength test.

In further support of his decision, the ALJ noted the |ack of any

significant restrictions inposed by Brown's treating physicians. See
Snmith, 987 F.2d at 1374 (lack of significant nedical restrictions
i nconsistent with clainmant's conplaints of disabling pain). Mor eover,

during Brown's evaluation in July 1993, Dr. England noted that Brown
advi sed himthat she was no | onger undergoing active nedical treatnment for
the pain in her shoul der and neck. See Johnson v. Bowen, 866 F.2d 274, 275
(8th Cir. 1989) (claimant's failure to conply with prescribed nedical

treatnent inconsistent with conplaints of disabling condition). The ALJ
al so



consi dered the testinony given by Brown's brother, Jack Matthews, regardi ng
Brown's alleged disabilities, but explicitly discounted the testinony upon
finding that it was suspect. See Brockman v. Sullivan, 987 F.2d 1344, 1347
(8th Cr. 1993) (ALJ could discredit testinony given by clainmant's roomate
due to suspect nature of testinony); Basinger v. Heckler, 725 F.2d 1166,
1170 (8th Cir. 1984) (ALJ was free to disbelieve testinobny given by
claimant's witnesses).

Although it is true that Brown's daily activities denpnstrate sone
l[imtations, the ALJ did not have to believe all of Brown's assertions
concerning those daily activities. See Benskin v. Bowen, 830 F.2d 878, 883
(8th Cir. 1987). For exanple, the record shows that Brown's daily
activities consisted of taking nmedication, taking baths, |ying down, eating

crackers, listening to the radio, sleeping, occasional grocery shopping,
going to church once a week, and dining at a relative's house on occasion

While these linmtations, if accepted as credible, might have supported a
disability finding, we will not substitute our opinion for that of the ALJ,
who was in a better position to assess Brown's credibility than are we.
Wolf, 3 F.3d at 1213.

Brown argues that the ALJ "ignored" Polaski by sinply focusing on the
factors that tended to support his findings and di sregardi ng those factors
that weighed in her favor. Essentially, she clains that it was error for
the ALJ to nmerely pick and choose evidence fromthe record that supported
hi s concl usi ons without discussing the evidence that favored her. Al though
the ALJ did not explicitly discuss each Polaski factor in a nethodical
fashi on, he acknow edged and consi dered those factors before di scounting
Brown's subjective conplaints of pain. Wat we said in an earlier case is
applicable here: "An arguable deficiency in opinion-witing technique is
not a sufficient reason for setting aside an adm nistrative finding where

the deficiency probably had no practical effect on the outcone of the
case." Benskin, 830 F.2d at



883.

Brown next contends that the ALJ failed to adequately devel op the
record. To the contrary, the record contains substantial docunentation of
Brown's nedical history. Because the ALJ fulfilled his duty in devel oping
a reasonably conplete record, see Cdark v. Shalala, 28 F.3d 828, 830-31
(8th Cir. 1994), this contention is without nerit.

The judgnent is affirnmed.
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