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PER CURI AM

W/ burt Koch appeals fromthe district court's? affirnmance of
the Comm ssioner's decision denying Koch disability insurance
benefits and suppl enental security incone. W affirm

Koch applied for benefits in 1992, alleging disability due to
ment al retardation, brain damage, depr essi on, | earni ng
difficulties, and |l eft shoul der and el bow pain, with an onset date
of Decenber 31, 1986. His application was denied initially and
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upon reconsideration. Koch subsequently requested a hearing before
an admnistrative |law judge (ALJ), who found that Koch could return
to his past relevant work. The Appeals Council denied review after
consi dering additional evidence Koch submtted. The district court
granted sunmary judgnent for the Comm ssioner.

Qur review is Jlimted +to determning whether t he
Conm ssioner's decision is supported by substantial evidence on the
record as a whole; that 1is, evidence sufficient to allow a
reasonable mnd to find it adequate to support the Conm ssioner's
concl usion. See Johnson v. Chater, 87 F.3d 1015, 1017 (8th Gr.
1996) . W will not reverse the Conmm ssioner's decision sinply

because there is evidence supporting a different result. See id.
I f the evidence supports two inconsistent conclusions, one of which
is that reached by the Conm ssioner, we nust affirmthe decision.
See Roe v. Chater, 92 F.3d 672, 675 (8th Gr. 1996).

Koch's sol e argunent on appeal is that the Comm ssioner erred
in determning that he did not neet the requirenents of a listed
i mpai rnment, Listing 12.05C. To neet this listing's requirenents,
Koch must show that he has "[a] valid verbal, perfornmance, or ful
scale 1Q of 60 through 70 and a physical or other nental inpairnment
i nposing additional and significant work-related limtation of
function.” 20 CF.R Pt. 404, Subpt. P, App. 1, Listing 12.05C
(1996). The Comm ssioner does not dispute that Koch's |1 Q scores
fall within this range. Thus, the remaining issue is whether Koch
had additional physical or nental inpairnments that constituted a
significant limtation on his ability to work.

The "additional and significant work-related |limtation of
function"” does not have to be disabling in and of itself, but wll
be considered a significant limtation "when its effect on a
claimant's ability to performbasic work is nore than slight or
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mnimal." Cook v. Bowen, 797 F.2d 687, 690 (8th G r. 1986); see
Box v. Shalala, 52 F.3d 168, 170 (8th G r. 1995). Koch cites pain
and limtations in his |left shoul der, el bow, and back, headaches,

organi ¢ brain danmage, and depression, as significant limtations.

The nedical evidence does not support Koch's assertions
regarding his alleged shoul der, el bow, and back inpairnents or his
headaches. The only nedi cal exam of Koch's shoul der and el bow in
the record showed that Koch had a normal range of notion in both
hi s shoul der and el bow, and x-rays were negative. There is no
medi cal evi dence supporting Koch's assertion of headaches, and his
conpl aint of back pain is evidenced only by a notation of past
conplaints of back pain in a psychiatric nedical history summry.

Furthernore, the ALJ's credibility determnation regarding the
extent of Koch's pain is supported by substantial evidence. See
Pol aski v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th Gr. 1984). As
previ ously descri bed, Koch's conplaints are inconsistent wth the

medi cal evidence in the record. Mor eover, Koch admtted in his
disability application that he had not sought nedical treatnent for
five or six years prior to filing his application, and he reported
that he took only took two Tylenol a day for his pain. See Loving
v. Department of Health and Human Serv., 16 F. 3d 967, 971 (8th Cr.
1994) (taking over-the-counter analgesics inconsistent wth

conplaints of disabling pain); Onstead v. Sullivan, 962 F.2d 803,
805 (8th Cr. 1992) (failure to seek nedical treatnent for five

years inconsistent with conplaints of pain). Koch's functiona
restrictions are also inconsistent wwth the clainmed extent of his
pain. Koch testified that he could still lift forty-five or fifty
pounds with his left arm albeit sonetinmes with pain. Koch

testified that his back pain limted his ability to sit and wal k,
yet he also testified that he could wal k between one-fourth of a
mle and one-and-a-half mles and that he could sit for anywhere
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bet ween one hour and several hours. W conclude that substanti al
evi dence supports the ALJ's evaluation of Koch's conplaints
regarding his shoul der, el bow, back, and headaches, and that those
conpl ai ned-of conditions do not constitute a limtation sufficient
to satisfy the requirenents of Listing 12.05C.

Regardi ng Koch's organic brain damage, there is no nedica
evidence relating this to anything other than Koch's |[|ow
intelligence, or explaining how it limted his ability to work.
Rat her, despite Koch's lowintelligence and nenory probl ens, Koch's
testinony showed that he could, and in the past had, perforned
sinmple jobs with clear directions and expectations. Further, a
psychol ogi cal assessnent found that Koch displayed sustained
attention in performng sinple repetitive tasks, and that he
understood, retained, and followed sinple instructions. The
exam ner concl uded that Koch could tolerate day-to-day work in | ow
demand positions invol ving consistent routines, clear expectations,
and cl ear explanations of instructions.

Koch testified that he quit working in 1986 because he was
depressed, but the record does not indicate that Koch's depression
interfered with his ability to work prior to 1986, and he did not
seek nmedical attention for his depression until 1993. Once he was
di agnosed wth depression, he showed sone inprovenent wth
medi cation. Cf. Mapes v. Chater, 82 F.3d 259, 264 (8th Cr. 1996)
(depression controlled by nedication could not be considered
disabling); Sienmers v. Shalala, 47 F.3d 299, 302 (8th G r. 1995)
(failed to seek nedical attention for depression and failed to take
prescribed nedication); Stout v. Shalala, 988 F.2d 853, 855 (8th
Cir. 1993) (inmpairnment that can be controlled by treatnent or

medi cati on cannot be considered disabling). Mor eover, the nost
recent nedi cal records Koch submtted partially identified Koch as
a malingerer and noted that his nenory problens possibly stemred
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fromhis own loss of focus in his life and his feeling that he had
been cheated by life.

Koch's case is distinguishable fromthose he cites, in which
we found that the claimant had conditions inposing nore than
mnimal or slight limtations on their abilities to work. See
Warren v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 1287, 1291 (8th GCr. 1994) (hard
evi dence of chronic back pain and congenital back disorder, other

physi cal ailnments supported by reliable nedical records); Keller v.
Shalala, 26 F.3d 856, 858-59 (8th Cir. 1994) (disabling, painfu

headaches supported by evidence in record); Cook, 797 F.2d at 690
(nervous condition, neck and back injuries, arthritis, seizure
di sorder). Al t hough Koch produced sone evidence supporting the
probl ens he all eged, substanti al evi dence supports the
Comm ssioner's conclusion that these problenms do not rise to a
degree of severity that inposes nore than a slight limtation on
Koch's ability to work and that Koch does not neet the requirenents
of Listing 12.05C.

The judgnent is affirned.
McM LLI AN, Circuit Judge, dissenting.

| dissent. | would remand to the ALJ for (1) a determ nation
of whether Koch nmet the requirenments of the listed inpairnent

bef ore Decenber 31, 1990; and (2) a neurol ogical exam nation of
Koch' s shoul der and el bow.
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