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PER CURI AM *
Tonmmy W Ni xon (“Ni xon”) has appeal ed the denial of his

application for Title Il disability insurance benefits and Title

XVI suppl enental security benefits. N xon contends that the
admnistrative |law judge (“ALJ”) failed to consider all of the
medi cal evi dence when deciding that he did not neet or equal the
criteria of Listing 1.03 of the Listing of Inpairnents. He also
contends that the ALJ applied an inproper |egal standard by

failing to consider the cunul ative effect of his inpairnments and

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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failed to fully develop the record regarding the nature of the
medi cal procedures he underwent. Nixon further argues that the
magi strate judge (“M)”) erred in substituting his personal
medi cal opinion for that of the physicians and that the ALJ did
not properly assess the severity of his pain.

This court’s review of the Comm ssioner’s decision is
limted to determ ni ng whet her substantial evidence in the record
supports the deci sion and whether the Conm ssioner applied the

proper |egal standards. Geenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 236

(5th Gr. 1994). In his decision, the ALJ provided a
chronol ogi cal discussion of the rel evant nedical evidence
concerning N xon’s inpairnents, including the nedical procedures
Ni xon underwent. The ALJ’ s decision that “none of [N xon’s]

i npai rments either singly or in conbination” satisfy the criteria
for any Listing Inpairnment is supported by substantial evidence.

See Leggett v. Chater, 67 F.3d 558, 564 (5th Gr. 1995); Owmens v.

Heckler, 770 F.2d 1276, 1282 (5th G r. 1985).

Ni xon’ s argunent that the M) substituted his personal
medi cal opinion for that of the physicians is not supported by
the record. Further, his argunent is unavailing because the
correctness of the district court’s decision is not before this
court. This court’s reviewis to be nade i ndependently of the
determ nations of the district court, and wthout regard to

whet her the district court acted correctly. See G eutat v.

Bowen, 824 F.2d 348, 359-60 (5th Cr. 1987). N xon failed to
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raise his claimthat the ALJ did not properly assess the severity
of his pain before the district court. Thus, this court need not

consider it. See Castillo v. Barnhart, 325 F.3d 550, 552 (5th

Gir. 2003).
AFFI RVED.



