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PER CURI AM *

Janes L. Bolds appeals from the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Conm ssioner’s denial of Bolds’ application for
disability and supplenental security inconme (SSI). Fi nding the
Comm ssioner’s decision supported by substantial evidence, we
affirm

Bol ds applied for disability and SSI benefits, alleging that
he was di sabl ed due to diabetes nellitus and a visual inpairnent.
After a hearing, the admnistrative |aw judge (ALJ) found that

Bol ds was not di sabled. The Appeals Council remanded the case to

Pursuant to 5th Cir. 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Gr. R 47.5.4.



the ALJ for evaluation of Bolds’ nental inpairnent and the
credibility of his testinony. On remand, the ALJ held a second
hearing and again found Bol ds not disabled. The Appeals Counci
deni ed his request for additional review.

Pursuant to 42 U S. C. section 405(g), Bolds sought review of
the Comm ssioner’s determnation in the district court. The
parties consented to trial by nmagistrate judge. After hearing the
parties’ argunments on their respective notions for sumary
judgnent, the magistrate judge found substantial evidence to
support the Conmm ssioner’s finding that Bol ds was not disabl ed and
affirmed the Comm ssioner’s denial of both SSI and disability
benefits.

| f substantial evidence supports the Comm ssioner’s findings,
they are conclusive and nust be affirnmed. Spellman v. Shalala, 1
F.3d 357, 360 (5th Cr. 1993). A finding of no substanti al
evidence is appropriate only if no credi ble evidentiary choi ces or
medi cal findings exist to support the decision. Hanes v. Heckler,
707 F.2d 162, 164 (5th Gr. 1983).

The Conm ssi oner uses a sequential five-step test to determ ne
whether a claimant qualifies as “disabled” wunder the Social
Security regul ations. Leggett v. Chater, 67 F.3d 558, 563 (5th
Cir. 1995). Inthis five-stepinquiry, the Conm ssioner considers:
(1) whether the claimant is currently engaged in substantial
gai nful activity; (2) whether the clai mant has a severe i npairnent;
(3) whether the inpairnent is listed, or equivalent to an
inpairment listed in Appendi x | of the regul ations; (4) whether the

i npai rment prevents the claimnt from doing past relevant work



and, (5) whether the inpairnment prevents the claimant from
perform ng any ot her substantial gainful activity. 1d. at 563 n. 2.
The cl ai mant bears the burden of proving disability for the first
four steps. See Leggett, 67 F.3d at 564. |If, at any step of the
inquiry, the Comm ssioner finds that the claimant is or is not
disabled, the inquiry is termnated. |[d.

Here, the ALJ found that Bol ds had not engaged i n substanti al
gainful activity since Novenber 14, 1989. |In particular, the ALJ
found that Bolds suffered fromsevere forns of diabetes nellitus,
di abetic retinopathy, and keratoconus as well as a non-severe
depressive disorder. None of Bolds ailnents, either considered
individually or in conbination, however, net the requirenents of
the inpairnments listed in Appendix | of the regulations. Because
Bol ds coul d not be found di sabl ed based sol ely upon consi derati on
of nmedical factors, the ALJ assessed Bolds’' residual functiona
capacity. In doing so, the ALJ considered Bolds testinony in
conbi nation with the objective record evidence. Although the ALJ
determ ned that Bol ds was unable to performhis past rel evant work
as a result of the exertional |evel demanded, the ALJ--relying in
| arge part upon the nedi cal opinions of Bolds’ treating physicians-
-did find that Bolds had the residual functional capacity to
perform |ight work. Based upon the testinony of the vocationa
expert, the ALJ concl uded that Bol ds had work skills (acquired from
past work) that could be applied to other skilled or sem -skilled
work functions. The ALJ therefore determ ned that Bolds was not
entitled to SSI and disability benefits.

Bol ds argues that the ALJ failed to indicate the reasons for
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di screditing Bolds’ testinony concerning his subjective evidence of
pain. W recognize that pain alone can be disabling if connected
to a nedically determ nable inpairnment and that the ALJ has a duty
to pass on the issue of the truth and reliability of conplaints of
subj ective pain. Scharlowv. Schwei ker, 655 F.2d 645, 648-49 (5th
Cir. Unit A 1981).

Al t hough recogni zi ng that Bol ds took certain pain nedication
twce a day, the ALJ found no docunented inpairnent capable of
produci ng the severe back pain alleged by Bolds. The ALJ noted
that although Bolds testified that he experienced adverse side
effects to nedications, the evidence did not indicate that he had
made such conplaints to treating physicians. Mor eover, the ALJ
found that Bolds’ testinony regarding the severity of his synptons
and limtations was not consistent with his nedical reginen, daily
activities, or the objective evidence of record. Under these
circunstances, we find that the ALJ adequately indicated the
credibility choices made in determ ning that Bolds’ conplaints of
pain were not credible. Thus, we conclude that there is
subst anti al evidence to support the Commssioner’s final
determ nation
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