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WOLLMAN, Circuit Judge.

Dianna Hall appeals the district court's®! order affirmng the
Conmi ssioner's denial of her application for supplenental security incone
(SSl) benefits. W affirm

Hall, who was thirty-seven years old when she filed for benefits, is
a high school graduate and has conpl eted coll ege

The Honorable Jerry W Cavaneau, United States Magistrate
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas, to whomthis case was
referred for final disposition pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8 636(c).



coursework in nursing. She has been enployed as a parts inspector and
sorter, maid, nachine operator, and product packer. On July 3, 1991,
approxi mately one nonth before she filed for benefits, Hall fell eleven
feet froma ladder, fracturing her back and left wist. Hall filed for
benefits alleging disability due to her broken wist and back pain arising
fromher fall.

In a letter to the Social Security Adm nistration dated January 29,
1992, an orthopedi c surgeon who treated Hall after her fall reported that
Hal | had undergone three surgeries and a bone graft on her left wist, that
the severity of her wist injuries resulted in reduced notion and weakness,
and that he detected what he believed was post-traumatic degenerative
arthritis. He stated that the prognosis for her wist was disnmal and
predicted that she mi ght experience progressive pain. In regard to Hall's
back, he reported that she was treated with a brace and persisted with pain
and a progressive kyphotic deformty. He also noted advising Hall that
| osi ng wei ght woul d be the best treatnent for her back.

A physician who treated Hall for her back problens at the University
of Arkansas Departnent of Neurosurgery stated in a clinic note dated
February 13, 1992, that Hall was doing well with a brace but experienced
persistent back pain, and that filns of her |lunbar spine showed a
progression of collapse of the L1 vertebra. The doctor stated that Hal
had poi nt tenderness over the lunbar spine. The only nedication noted on
Hall's outpatient record was | buprofen. A though this physician initially
t hought Hall woul d require back surgery, he stated on March 12, 1992, that
her condition had stabilized and surgery was not anti ci pated.

A hearing was held before an administrative law judge (ALJ) on
Oct ober 6, 1992. Hal | denonstrated that she could barely bend her |eft
wrist or the fingers on her left hand. Hall testified that



she still wears a back brace every day, and has a heavier one for "the days
it gets really bad." Her daughter has to help her fasten buttons and
Zi ppers when she gets dressed and assist her in bathing. Hall perforns
i ght housework and cooking, but hires soneone to do heavy cl eaning tw ce
a month and needs help lifting heavy pots. Hall clained that she has to
lie down approxi nately once per hour during the day to alleviate her back
pain, but reported that a heating pad and | buprofen would also alleviate
t hat pain.

The ALJ called a vocational expert (VE) at the hearing. The
hypot hetical the ALJ posed to the VE involved a worker who had difficulty
with prolonged sitting and standi ng and needed to alternate between these
positions hourly, was severely limted in the use of her left hand but
could use it as a helper hand, and could |ift up to 30 or 40 pounds
occasionally and 20 pounds frequently with her good arm The VE opi ned
that this worker could not performher past relevant work but retained the
residual functional capacity to performunskilled sedentary work, including
clerk, receptionist, and cashi er jobs.

The ALJ found that although Hall was severely inpaired, she did not
neet the requirenents of a l|isted inpairnent. Relying on the VE's
testinmony, the ALJ concluded that Hall's inpairnents precluded her from
perforning her past relevant work but that she could perform other jobs
available in significant nunbers. The Appeals Council denied Hall's
request for review, and the district court granted the Conm ssioner's
notion for summary judgnent. On appeal, Hall argues that the ALJ erred in
di scounting her subjective conplaints of pain and in concluding that a
si gni fi cant nunber of jobs exist that she could perform

.



Qur review is linmted to determ ning whether the Comn ssioner's
decision is supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whol g;
that is, evidence sufficient to allow a reasonable mnd to find it adequate
to support the Comm ssioner's conclusion. See Johnson v. Chater, 87 F.3d
1015, 1017 (8th Cir. 1996). W will not reverse the Comr ssioner's
deci sion sinply because there is evidence supporting a different result.

See id. If the evidence supports two inconsistent conclusions, one of
which is that reached by the Conm ssioner's conclusion, we nust affirmthe
decision. See Roe v. Chater, 92 F.3d 672, 675 (8th Cr. 1996).

Hal | argues that the ALJ erred in discounting her conplaints that she
experiences disabling pain and needs to lie down frequently during the day.
She contends that the ALJ would have found her unenpl oyable, had he
properly credited her testinony and the testinony of her w tnesses.

The ALJ rmade express credibility findings and stated his reasons for
those findings in accord with Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th
Cr. 1984). He carefully reviewed the nedical evidence and found that it

supported Hall's assertion that she experienced pain but did not support
the degree of functional limtation and pain she alleged. He also noted
that Hall sought no nedical treatnment for her wist after January of 1992,
no treatnent for her back other than her brace, and no physical therapy for
either her wist or back. In addition, Hall did not show that she had
attenpted to | ose weight to inprove her condition as her orthopedi c surgeon
had recommended. The ALJ also found that Hall's description of her daily
activities, including cooking, light housework, grocery shopping, and
driving an autonobile, contradicted her assertions that she could wal k or
stand only for a short amount of tine and had to |lie down once every hour



The ALJ additionally noted that Hall did not take strong pain
nedi cation, a factor that may belie subjective conplaints of pain. See
Johnson, 87 F.3d at 1017. Hall contends that she failed to take stronger
nedi cati on because of its sleep-inducing effect and because of her fear of
beconi ng addi ct ed. Her own testinobny that her pain was relieved by
| buprofen and a hot pad, however, contradicts a need for prescription
nedi cation to alleviate her pain.

After reviewing the entire record, we are satisfied that the ALJ's
determination of Hall's credibility was based on substantial evidence
properly rooted in inconsistencies between Hall's testinony and the record
as a whole. See Polaski, 739 F.2d at 1322. We recognize that the

orthopedic surgeon's letter predicted that Hall mght experience
progressive pain, but evidence in the record al so supports the concl usion
that she did not endure a degree of pain or functional limtation
supporting the award of benefits. W will not reverse as long as the

evi dence adequately supports the Conm ssioner's conclusion. See Roe, 92
F.3d at 675.

Li kewi se, we are satisfied that the ALJ's conclusion that the
testinony of Hall's wi tnesses was unreliable because it was notivated in
part by their desire that Hall receive benefits and was in conflict with
the overall evidence in the record is supported by substantial evidence.
See Brown v. Chater, 87 F.3d 963, 966 (8th GCr. 1996) (ALJ may discredit
suspect testinony of wtnesses).




Hal | next argues that the ALJ failed to establish the existence of
a significant nunber of jobs that Hall could perform contending that she
could not performnost jobs the VE identified. Since Hall cannot perform
her past relevant work, the Commi ssioner bears the burden of show ng that
Hal | could performjobs that exist in significant nunbers. See Cruze v.
Chater, 85 F.3d 1320, 1322 (8th Cir. 1996). W ultimtely leave to the
trial judge's common sense the application of the significant nunbers

requirenent to a particular claimant’'s factual situation. See Johnson v.
Chater, No. 96-2614, slip op. at 5 (8th Gr. Mar. 6, 1997); Long v. Chater

No. 96-2048, slip op. at 6 (8th Cr. Mar. 6, 1997); Jenkins v. Bowen, 861
F.2d 1083, 1087 (8th Cir. 1988). Factors the trial judge should consider
include the level of the claimant’s disability, the reliability of both the

claimant’s and the VE' s testinony, and the types and availability of work
that the claimant could perform See Jenkins, 861 F.2d at 1087. The ALJ
considered Hall's particular inmpairnents and abilities along with the VE s

testinony, and determned that a significant nunber of jobs existed that
Hall could perform W find that the AL)' s deternination is supported by
substantial evidence in the record.

The VE listed 218 order clerk jobs and 122 information clerk jobs in
Arkansas that he believed Hall could perform Hall cites the U S
Department of Labor's Dictionary of Occupational Titles? (DOT) and a

suppl emrent thereto,® for the proposition that these

2U.S. Dep't of Labor, Enployment & Training Admn., Dictionary
of Occupational Titles (4th ed. 1991).

3U.S. Dep't of Labor, Enploynment & Training Adm n., Selected
Characteristics of QOccupations Defined in the Revised D ctionary of
QCccupational Titles (1993).
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jobs all require reaching, handling, or finger work. Hall's reliance on
the DOT as a definitive authority on job requirenents is msplaced

however, for DOT definitions are sinply generic job descriptions that offer
"t he approximate maxi mumrequirenents for each position, rather than their
range." Jones v. Chater, 72 F.3d 81, 82 (8th Cr. 1995); see also Roe, 92
F.3d at 678 n.8. The DOT itself cautions that its descriptions "‘'may not

coincide in every respect with the content of jobs as perforned in
'"" Roe, 92 F.3d at 678
n.8 (quoting Dictionary of Cccupational Titles, vol. 1, at xiii). In other

particul ar establishnents or at certain localities.

words, not all the jobs in every category have requirenments identical to
or as rigorous as those listed in the DOT. W are satisfied that Hall
could performa nunber of jobs within the categories the VE |listed, despite
her i npairnents.

Furthernore, the record supports the conclusion that Hall could
performthese jobs even as described in the DOT. No evidence in the record
suggests that Hall's ability to reach is significantly limted. Hal
concedes that her left hand could be utilized as a hel per hand for handling
light objects. A though Hall could not performfinger work with her |eft
hand, she could utilize her good right hand for tasks requiring finger
work. Even if we adopt the DOT descriptions of the clerk jobs, therefore,
we are satisfied that Hall could performthem

The VE also listed 1,045 receptionist jobs in Arkansas, stating that
Hal | could performnost with the use of only one hand, but that her need
to alternate sitting and standing would elimnate sone of them He listed
5,227 cashier jobs, but stated that Hall's "difficulty with the [left] hand
woul d preclude a majority of them" and that he had "never seen a cashier
sitting." Hall argues that because many of these jobs would be precluded
by her need to alternate between sitting and standing or her inability to
use her



left hand, as the VE conceded, they fail to constitute a significant
nunber .

The testinmony elicited from the VE regarding the nunber of
receptionist and cashier jobs that would accommbdate Hall's inpairnents
could have been nore precise. W are satisfied, however, that the
receptionist and cashier jobs that would actually accommobdate Hall, when
added to the 218 order clerk and 122 information clerk jobs, constitute a
significant nunber of jobs available to Hall. Cf. Jenkins, 861 F.2d at
1083 (500 jobs in claimant's region constitutes significant nunber). The

VE s sonmewhat inexact |anguage regarding the receptionist and cashier jobs
does not undernmine this conclusion, as the VE's testinbny in its entirety
reveals that he was not hedging or exaggerating the nunber of |obs
available to Hall, but nerely acknow edging that sone particular jobs in
the categories he listed might be precluded. See Long, slip op. at 6.
There is no evidence to give us pause in concluding that the ALJ used
common sense in applying the significant nunbers requirenent to Hall's
particul ar factual situation. See Johnson, slip op. at 5; Long, slip op
at 6; Jenkins, 861 F.2d at 1087. W conclude that the Conm ssi oner net her
burden and that her conclusion is supported by substantial evidence.

The judgnent is affirnmed.

BRI GHT, Circuit Judge, dissenting.

| respectfully dissent. The ALJ's findings which have been approved
by the district court and by the najority are erroneous.



First, the ALJ erroneously discounted Hall’'s subjective conplaints
of pain solely because she refused to take prescription pain relievers.
Al t hough, functioning w thout such nedication nay contradi ct conplaints of
pai n, Johnson v. Chater, 87 F.3d 1015, 1017 (8th Cr. 1996), legitimate
reasons exist for refusing nedication and coping with the pain. |n Polaski
v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320 (8th Cir. 1984), this court instructed
adj udi cators to consider the side effects of medication before discounting
conpl ai nts of pain. Id. at 1322, gquoted in Johnson, 87 F.3d at 1017
I ndeed, continued use of prescription-strength pain relievers increases the

risks of side effects such as bleeding ulcers and addiction. See, e.qg.,
J.E. Schmidt, Attorneys’ Dictionary of Medicine A-276 (1997) (describing
side effects of prolonged treatnment with ansaids); id. at C 268 (defining

codei ne as derivative of opiumand habit-formng).

The Conmi ssioner offered no evidence disputing Hall's statenent that
she refused to take stronger nedicine because of its sl eep-inducing effect
and fear of addiction. The majority states that Hall's “testinony that her

pain was relieved by |Ibuprofen and a hot pad . . . contradicts a need for
prescription nedication to alleviate her pain.” Maj. op. at 4. I
di sagree. Using over-the-counter pain relievers and heating pads

constitutes a legitinmate nethod of pain control, without entirely relieving
pain, for people who choose to avoid the risks and side effects associ ated

with stronger nedications. |t is a conmbn experience that people, such as
Hall, will rely on heating pads and over-the-counter nedicine and forego
the relief of stronger nedications. |ndeed, heavy pain nedications nay

often prove ineffective. Hal | 's decision to avoid the side effects of
prescription-strength pain relievers in no way contradicts her clains of
pain. Thus, | believe the record | acked substantial evidence to support
the ALJ's decision to discount Hall's subjective conplaints of pain.



Second, the evidence fails to support the ALJ's conclusion that a
signi ficant nunber of jobs that Hall could performexist in the econony.
The Conmm ssioner bears the burden of denobnstrating that a significant
nunber of jobs exist that Hall could perform See Johnson v. Chater, No.
96- 2614, 1997 W. 94016, *2 (8th Cr. (lowa) Mar. 6, 1997). To neet this
burden, the Commi ssioner can rely on the testinony of a vocational expert,
Long v. Chater, No. 96-2048, 1997 W. 94021, *3 (8th Cr. (lowa) Mar. 86,
1997) who nust “determ ne whether jobs exist for soneone with the

claimant’s precise disabilities.” Montgonery v. Chater, 69 F.3d 273, 277
(8th Gr. 1995 (quoting Jelinek v. Bowen, 870 F.2d 457, 459 (8th Cr.
1989)). In addition, this court recently recognized a distinction between

testinmony from a vocational expert indicating that he “was hedging or
giving qualified responses[,]” and testinobny that nerely denonstrates
awar eness that he was addressing hypothetical questions. Long, 1997 W
94021, *3.

In Hall's case, the vocational expert nerely cited raw nunbers of
avai |l abl e j obs without specifying how many of those jobs Hall could perform
based on her precise disabilities. Furthernore, the expert hedged and
of fered qualified responses because he acknow edged that her disabilities
woul d “preclude a majority” of those jobs, and stated that her linitations
woul d “drastically reduce” the nunmbers he used to reflect avail abl e jobs
in the econony. Tr. at 62-66. Merely identifying |large nunbers of
avai l abl e jobs wi thout specifying how many of those jobs a claimnt could
performis insufficient to neet the Conm ssioner’s burden

The mmjority recognizes that “[t]he testinony elicited from the
[vocational expert] . . . could have been nore precise[,]” but concludes
that the expert’'s qualified testinony conbined with 340 avail abl e jobs
constitutes a significant nunber. Maj. op. at 7. The mpjority relies on
Jenkins v. Bowen, 861 F.2d 1083, 1087 (8th Cir. 1988), to support its
conclusion. 1In Jenkins, however, this
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court decided 500 security jobs constituted a significant nunber in |ight
of the claimant’s twenty-five vears of security experience. |d. Hall does

not have such experience. | believe relying upon Jenkins for establishing
a mni mum significant nunber is inproper.

In sum the ALJ erroneously discounted Hall's conplaints of pain
because of her refusal to take prescription pain relievers and the
Conmi ssioner failed to neet her burden of denonstrating that Hall could
performa significant nunber of available jobs in the econony. The record
establishes Hall as severely disabled and entitled to disability benefits.

| would, therefore, reverse and renmand the case to the district court
with instructions that it require respondent Chater to grant disability
benefits to Hall.
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