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RCSS, Circuit Judge.

Appel l ant Marvin G Jenkins appeals fromthe district court's
order affirmng the denial of his application for Social Security
disability benefits. Because we conclude the decision by the
adm nistrative law judge (ALJ) is supported by substantial
evi dence, we affirm

At the time of the hearing before the ALJ, Jenkins was 38
years ol d and had a 10t h grade education and a past work history as
an insurance sal esman, kitchen manager and truck driver. Jenkins
applied for disability insurance benefits and for supplenental
security incone benefits on May 14, 1992, alleging an inability to
wor k begi nni ng August 6, 1991, due to an on-the-job injury to his
back, high blood pressure and depression. His applications were



denied initially and upon reconsideration by the Social Security
Admi ni strati on.

Jenkins argues on appeal that the ALJ's credibility findings
were not sufficient regarding his subjective conplaints of pain;
that the hypothetical question posed to the vocational expert did
not enconpass all of his limtations; that the ALJ inproperly
di scounted the expert's opinions; and finally, that the
Comm ssi oner of the Social Security Adm nistration failed to rely
on findings by the Veterans Admnistration as to Jenkins
di sability.

W |imt our review to a determnation of whether the
Comm ssi oner' s deci sion is supported by substantial evidence inthe
record as a whole. Sieners v. Shalala, 47 F.3d 299, 301 (8th G r
1995). Substantial evidence is that which a reasonable m nd m ght
accept as adequate to support the Conm ssioner's conclusion.
Ri chardson v. Perales, 402 U S. 389, 401 (1971).

The ALJ found that Jenkins has severe degenerative joint
di sease, degenerative |unbar disc di sease, depression and anxiety,
and that his inpairnments precluded the performance of his past
rel evant work. The ALJ found, however, that Jenkins did not have
an i npai rment or conbination of inpairnents listedin, or nedically
equal to one listed in, 20 C F.R Part 404, Subpart P, Appendi x 1,
and that his subjective conplaints of pain were not fully credible.
The ALJ determined that Jenkins had the residual functional
capacity for the full range of |ight work, reduced by an inability
to engage in prolonged sitting, standing or walking, to |ift nore
than 20 pounds or to engage in activities requiring extensive
i nt erpersonal contact with the public. Based on the testinony of
a vocational expert, the ALJ found that a significant nunber of
jobs exist in the national econony which Jenkins can perform
i ncluding data entry clerk, bookkeeper or general office |aborer.
Therefore, the ALJ concluded that Jenkins is not disabled.
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Jenkins' claimthat the ALJ did not adequately consider his
subj ective conplaints of pain is unpersuasive. Qur review of the
record shows that the ALJ engaged in a proper Polaski analysis in
di scounting his testinony. See Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320,
1322 (8th Cir. 1984) (subsequent history omtted). Jenki ns
testified that he takes prescription and non-prescription

medi cations for his allegations of chronic pain and that he
experiences adverse side effects from the nedication, including
di zzi ness and stomach irritation. Jenkins stated, however, that
t he pai n nedi cati on produces sone relief and that the side effects
are relieved with nonprescription antacid medi cati on.

The record further reveals that physical exam nations
consi stently produced nornmal to only mnimally abnormal findings,
i ncl udi ng normal ranges of notion, normal neurol ogi cal functioning,
normal sensory functions and reflexes and negative straight |eg
rai se testing. Dr. WIlson, an orthopedic physician, concluded
t here was no evi dence of permanent inpairnment and rel eased Jenki ns
to return to his normal activities. Dr. Abraham a neurol ogi st,
concl uded that Jenkins could [ift up to 25 pounds, stand and wal k
for four hours, and sit for six hours. Dr. Abrahamfurther stated
t hat Jenkins' back probl ens produced an 18%i npairnment to the body
as a whole and that Jenkins could work if he stayed within his
restrictions. Moreover, Jenkins reported i nprovenent subjectively
wi th conservative treatnent and a wor k hardeni ng program Al t hough
Jenkins testified that he required assistance in dressing, he al so
indicated that he is able to engage in sone daily activities,
including driving a car, running errands, visiting others,
attending church and a wood shop. G ven the lack of nedical
evidence in support of Jenkins' allegations, the conservative
treatment of pain and its apparent success, the lack of nore
significant restrictions placed on Jenkins by his physicians and
the |l evel of Jenkins' daily activities, the ALJ properly di scounted
Jenki ns' subjective conplaints.



Jenki ns next contends the ALJ failed to defer to the opinions
of experts in making his disability assessnent. For exanpl e,
Jenkins refers to an evaluation by Dr. WIlhelm in which he
concl udes Jenkins has an unlimted or very good ability to follow
work rules and interact with supervisors, and good ability to
relate to co-workers and deal with the public, although only a fair
ability to concentrate, exercise good judgnment and handl e stress.
Contrary to Jenkins' characterization, Dr. WIhelm concluded
Jenkins had | ow average to average intellectual and educationa
abilities which posed no significant limtations. Jenkins al so
m scharacterizes findings by Dr. Thomas Hayde, a chiropractor, that
Jenkins could not return to work. Dr. Hayde did not nmake a nedi cal
j udgnment that Jenkins was unable to return to work, but instead
nmerely noted that Jenkins had hinmself reported that he was unable
to return to work. It is within the authority of the ALJ to
resol ve any conflicts anmong the opinions of treating and exam ni ng
physi ci ans. Cabrnoch v. Bowen, 881 F.2d 561, 564 (8th Cir. 1989).
We conclude that the ALJ properly weighed the various nedica
opinions in making his determ nation.

W also find unpersuasive Jenkins' argunment that the
hypot heti cal question posed to the vocational expert failed to
include all of Jenkins' inpairnents. The hypothetical question
properly included all inpairnents that were supported in the record
and excluded other alleged inpairnents that the ALJ had reason to
discredit. See Chanberlain v. Shalala, 47 F.3d 1489, 1495-96 (8th
Cr. 1995).

Jenkins also contends the ALJ should have relied on other
agencies' determ nations of disability inrenderingits decisionin
this case. The record shows that Jenkins was awarded Veterans
Adm ni stration benefits and was found eligible for state-funded
rehabilitation services. This court has held that a disability
determ nation by the Veterans Adm ni stration is not binding on the
ALJ. Fisher v. Shalala, 41 F.3d 1261, 1262 (8th Cr. 1994); see
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also 20 C F.R § 404.1504. Notwi t hstanding the finding of
di sability by anot her agency, the ALJ's determi nation that Jenkins
is not disabled under the regulations set forth by the Soci al
Security Adm nistration is supported by strong evidence in the
record as a whol e.

We have consi dered ot her argunents rai sed by Jenkins and find
themto be equally without merit. After careful consideration of
the record, we conclude that substantial evidence in the whole
record supports the ALJ's decision to deny benefits in this case.
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