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PER CURI AM !

Jim Marlow appeals the district court's affirmance of the
Comm ssioner's order denying Marlow s application for social
security disability insurance benefits. Marlow argues that (1)
the ALJ should have considered the treating physician's opinion

under the six factors set forth in Newton v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448,

! Pursuant to 5THCIR R 47.5, the court has determ ned t hat
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CI R
R 47.5. 4.



453 (5th Gr. 2000), and should have requested supplenental
information fromthe treating physician; (2) the ALJ did not give
proper consideration to the side effects of Marlows pain
medi cation; and (3) the finding of the adm nistrative |aw judge
("ALJ") that Marlow retained the residual functional capacity
(“RFC’) to perform a full range of sedentary work was not
supported by substantial evidence; (4) the finding of the ALJ
that Marlow s nental inpairnent was not severe was not supported

by substantial evidence.

This Court's review of the Conmmi ssioner's final decision to
deny benefits under the Social Security Act, per 42 US C 8§
405(g), is limted to two inquiries: (1) whether the proper
| egal standards were used in evaluating the evidence and (2)
whet her the decision is supported by substantial evidence in the

record. Brown v. Apfel, 192 F.3d 492, 496 (5th Cr. 1999)

(citation omtted).

Marl ow argues that the ALJ failed to give proper
consideration to the opinion of one of his treating physicians,
M chael Auringer. The ALJ gave a detailed account of Marlow s
medi cal history, including treatnment by Auringer. The ALJ was not
required to give a nore detailed analysis under Newton, because

medi cal evidence from seven other physicians, as well as



Auringer’s own records, controverted Auringer’s conclusory

opi nion. See Shave v. Apfel, 238 F.3d 592, 595 (5th Cr. 2001);

Newt on, 209 F.3d at 453. Marlow has not denonstrated that the ALJ
was required to request supplenental information from the
treating physician, because he has not denponstrated that
suppl enentation would have led to a different decision. See
Newt on, 209 F.3d at 458 (holding that reversal appropriate only

i f applicant shows prejudice).

Marl ow contends that the ALJ failed to give proper
consideration to the side effects of WIllians's treatnent. As
reflected in the decision denying benefits, the ALJ considered
Marl ow s testinony regarding the side effects but found his
subj ective conplaints to be credible only to the extent reflected

in the residual functional capacity. See Cowey v. Apfel, 197

F.3d 194, 199 (5th Gr. 1999). The ALJ's credibility

determ nation is accorded great deference. Harrell v. Bowen, 862

F.2d 471, 480 (5th Gr. 1988). Mirlow has failed to produce
obj ective nedical evidence to support his subjective conplaints

regarding the side effects of his treatnent. See Anthony V.

Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 296 (5th Cir.1992); Selders v. Sullivan,

914 F.2d 614, 618 (5th G r.1990).



Mar|l ow argues that the ALJ's findings that he was able to
engage in a full range of sedentary work activity his and that
his nental inpairnent was not severe were not supported by
substantial evidence. Marl ow ignores, however, the ALJ s
exhaustive exam nation of his nedical record, including evidence
from eight di fferent treating or consulting physicians.
Addi tionally, although WMarlow argues that the ALJ ignored the
recommendati on of the DDS physicians in the pre-hearing stages of
t he proceedi ng, those physicians concluded that Marlow s physi cal
[imtations were not severe and that he had no exertional
limtations, and that while his nental inpairnment was of marginal
severity, it did not interfere wwth Marlow s ability to engage in
a wi de range of basic work-related nental activities. The record
reveals that the ALJ' s decision to deny benefits was supported by

substanti al evi dence. See Martinez v. Chater, 64 F.3d 172, 173

(5th Gir. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



