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PER CURI AM

Sandra S. Conegys appeals fromthe final judgnent of the District
Court?! for the Southern District of lowa affirmng the decision of the
Conmi ssi oner to deny Conegys disability insurance and Suppl emental Security
I ncone (SSI) benefits. For the reasons di scussed below, we affirm

Conegys, born Cctober 11, 1946, applied for disability insurance
benefits and SSI, alleging she was di sabled as of Decenber 1992, due to
thoracic outlet syndronme, cubital tunnel and carpal tunnel syndrones,
severe headaches, and neck pain. Her
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i nsured status expires on Decenber 31, 1996. Her application was denied
initially and upon reconsideration. Conegys requested and received a
hearing before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ).

At the Novenber 1993 hearing Comegys was represented by counsel and
a vocational expert testified that there were a significant nunber of jobs
in the national and | ocal econom es which Conegys coul d performdespite her
i npai rments. The ALJ concluded that the conbination of Conegys's
i mpai rnents was severe, but did not neet or equal the criteria of any of
the Listed Inpairnments. The ALJ pointed to evidence in the record which
showed t hat Conegys had worked after she had been di agnosed with right and
| eft carpal tunnel and thoracic outlet syndrones; that she received relief
fromthe transcutaneous electrical nerve stinulation (TENS) unit; that a
consul tative orthopedi c surgeon noted that all of her subjective synptons
did not correlate with objective clinical findings and she showed sone
fabrication of synptons; and that her treating osteopath nmade it clear in
his summary of Comegys's synptons that he was reporting what Conegys told
himrather than describing his clinical findings and as such the ALJ was
not bound to consider them In determ ning whether Conegys's pain and
di sconfort resulted in functional linmtations sufficient to be legally
di sabling, the ALJ reviewed the Polaski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322
(8th Cr. 1984), factors and found that Conegys's daily activities were not

consistent with and did not support a finding of total disability, that her
assertion of functional limtations was not confirnmed by clinical findings
and thus was not credible, and that she reported only mninmal side effects
of nedication. The ALJ concluded that Conegys could not return to her past
rel evant work. Shifting the burden to the Conmi ssioner and relying on the
testinony of the vocational expert, the ALJ concluded that there were other
jobs in the national econony which she could perform Thus, Conegys was
not di sabl ed.



The Appeal s Council denied further review, and upon judicial review,
the district court concluded that substantial evidence in the record as a
whol e supported the Commi ssioner's deci sion

On appeal, Conegys argues that the Conmissioner's decision is
incorrect, and asserts she was di agnosed with Dupuytren's contracture in
March 1996; she had Bell's Palsy in July 1995; and she had a right knee
repl acenent in Septenber 1994. She also argues that in May 1996, she was
di agnosed with fibronyal gia, which had been included as one of her treating
osteopath's di agnoses, but had not been properly devel oped.

Qur review of an administrative decision to deny Social Security

benefits is linmted and is deferential to the agency. See Ostronski V.
Chater, 94 F.3d 413, 416 (8th Cr. 1996). |If substantial evidence in the
record as a whole supports the adninistrative decision, it nust be
af firmed. Id. W may not "nerely parse the record for substantial

evi dence supporting the Secretary's decision," but nust also "consider
evidence in the record that detracts fromthe weight of the decision.”
Robi nson v. Sullivan, 956 F.2d 836, 838 (8th Cir. 1992).

The issue before us is whether substantial evidence supports that
Conegys was not disabled during the period for which benefits were denied,
in this case Decenber 1992 through April 5, 1994, the date of the ALJ's
deci si on. See Wllians v. Sullivan, 905 F.2d 214, 216 & n.6 (8th Cr.
1990) (where Appeals Council declines to review case, the date of

Commi ssioner's final decision is the date ALJ decision was issued; new
evi dence submitted to Appeals Council nust be new, material, and relate to
period on or bhefore date of ALJ's decision).

Al though the record for the period ending April 1994 contai ns several
i nconsi stent nedical findings and di agnoses, inconsistencies in the record
and the wei ght accorded to evidence



are for the Conm ssioner to resolve, "within broad limts." Onstad v.
Shal ala, 999 F.2d 1232, 1234 (8th Cir. 1993). |In nmaking his credibility
determ nations, we conclude the ALJ anal yzed the factors consistent with
Pol aski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d at 1322, noting that Conegys's daily
activities did not suggest she was in disabling pain, that the clinical

findings did not correlate with the extent of Conegys's conplaints of
al | eged pain, and that nmany of her conplaints were not credible. The ALJ
properly shifted the burden to the Conmi ssioner to show that jobs existed
which Conegys could perform and the vocational expert's testinony
supported that there were such jobs in the |ocal and national econony.

Even if this court mght have wei ghed the evidence differently, the
Conmi ssi oner's decision nust be upheld when there is evidence to support
ei ther outcone. See Browning v. Sullivan, 958 F.2d 817, 822 (8th Gir.
1992). Considering the deference accorded to the Conmi ssioner's decision

and this court's limted review, and having carefully reviewed the record,
we conclude there is substantial evidence to support the ALJ' s decision

Conegys suggests in her reply brief that the ALJ may not have
adequat el y devel oped the record with respect to her May 1996 di agnosi s of
fi bromyal gia. See Boyd v. Sullivan, 960 F.2d 733, 736 (8th Cir. 1992).
W find no error inthe ALJ's failure to develop the record further as to

this inpairnent.

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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