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WOLLMAN, GCircuit Judge.

Soni a Carl son appeal s the district court's' decision summarily
affirmng the Adm nistrative Law Judge's (ALJ) denial of her June
1992 application for disability-insurance benefits. W affirm

At the time of the hearing before the ALJ, Carlson was thirty-
one years old. She has a high-school education and had previously
performed skilled work. On February 28, 1990, Carlson injured her
back at work and was di agnosed as havi ng acute | ow back strain. At
the hearing, she testified to constant pain in the center of her
| ower back and | egs and nunbness in her |ower extremties.

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



After finding Carlson incapable of returning to her past work
as aretail store manager, the ALJ shifted the burden of proof to
the Secretary to establish that a substantial nunber of jobs
exi sted in the national econony that realistically suited Carlson's
abilities. The ALJ found that the Secretary satisfied this burden.

W |imt our review to a determnation of whether the
Secretary's decision is supported by substantial evidence on the
record as a whole. Mtchell v. Shalala, 25 F. 3d 712, 714 (8th G r
1994).

In arguing for reversal, Carlson offers three theories.
First, she clains that the ALJ erred in relying on vocationa
expert testinony inconsistent with the Dictionary of QOccupati onal
Titles (DOT) and Social Security Ruling (SSR) 83-12. Second, she
urges that the ALJ incorrectly discounted her testinony and fail ed
to adequately analyze her husband' s testinony. Finally, she
asserts that the Secretary erred in limting the disability
analysis to the evidence of back strain, thus ignoring the new
evi dence presented regardi ng disc herniation and stenosis.

The ALJ found that although Carlson could not lift nore than
five pounds frequently and fifteen pounds occasionally, she could
perform the jobs of charge account clerk, telephone surveyor,
t el ephone quotation clerk, and order clerk in the food business.
The DOT classifies the job of tel ephone surveyor as |ight work and
the other three jobs as sedentary. Carlson alleges that the
finding that she can performthe job of tel ephone surveyor ignores
her inability tolift nore than fifteen pounds, as the DOT defi nes
light work as requiring lifting up to twenty pounds. Qur recent
decision in Jones v. Chater, No. 95-1904, slip op. (8th Cr. Dec.
18, 1995), is dispositive of this issue. In Jones we recognized
that a DOT definition of a particular job represents only the
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"approxi mate maxi mum requi rements for each position, rather than
[the] range.” 1d. at 3. The vocational expert recognized this
fact in his testinony, noting that although nost tel ephone surveyor
j obs were sedentary, sone required light exertion, and further
noting Carlson's strength limtations. Accordingly, we find no
error.

Coupled with this claimis the additional assertion that the
ALJ ignored SSR 83-12, which, according to Carlson, provides that
unskilled job requirenents preclude a person from sitting or
standing at will as Carlson's pain requires her to do. This claim
is based on an inconplete reading of SSR 83-12, which reads that

"in cases of wunusual limtation of ability to sit or stand a
[ vocati onal expert] should be consulted to clarify the inplications
for the occupational base." As required by the ruling, the

vocational expert specifically took into account Carlson's need to
al ternate positions when assessing what jobs she could perform

Carlson's claim that the ALJ erred in discounting her
testi mony and engaged in an inadequate analysis of her husband' s
testinmony are equally unpersuasive. Qur review of the record
denonstrates that the ALJ engaged i n a proper Pol aski anal ysis, see
Pol aski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320 (8th Cr. 1984), in discounting
Carl son's testinony. Mor eover, although the ALJ did not nake a
specific credibility finding as to Carlson's husband' s testinony,
he made an inplicit finding after discussing the specifics of that
testinmony. Al though specific delineations of credibility findings
are preferable, an ALJ's " arguabl e deficiency in opinion-witing
technique'" does not require us to set aside a finding that is
supported by substantial evidence. Robinson v. Sullivan, 956 F.2d
836, 841 (8th Cir. 1992) (quoting Benskin v. Bowen, 830 F.2d 878,
883 (8th Cir. 1987)).

Finally, Carlson points to the June 1994 nedical tests that
showed her to have severe degenerative di sc changes as new evi dence
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of disability that the Appeals Council should have considered in
reviewing the ALJ's decision. The text of the council's decision
makes clear that it considered this new evidence and found the
ALJ's decision to be supported by the record as a whol e, including
this newly subm tted evidence. 1In these circunstances, remand for
further consideration is inappropriate. R ley v. Shalala, 18 F. 3d
619, 622 (8th Cir. 1994).

After considering the record in its entirety, including the
new evidence, we find the ALJ's decision to be supported by
substanti al evidence, and thus we affirm
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