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Carolyn A. Oni shea appeal s the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Commssioner’s denial of her application for
Suppl enental Security Incone benefits. This court’s review of the
Comm ssioner’s decision is |limted to determ ning whether the
Comm ssi oner used proper |egal standards to eval uate the evidence
and whet her the decision is supported by substantial evidence. See

Newt on v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448, 452 (5th Cr. 2000).

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



Oni shea argues that the adm nistrative |aw judge (ALJ)
failed to conmply with Social Security Ruling (SSR) 96-7p, which
requi red specific reasons for his determ nation regardi ng Oni shea’ s
credibility. She argues specifically about her subjective
conpl aints of her |leg pain, weakness, and nunbness, and about the
side effects of her nedications. The ALJ found Onishea’s
subjective conplaints to be generally credible but not to the
extent she alleged that she is conpletely unable to perform any
work activity. The ALJ's reasons are sufficiently articulated in
his decision to conply with SSR 96-7p. Moreover, the ALJ s
credibility determnation is supported by substantial evidence in
the record as a whol e.

Oni shea argues that the ALJ failed to assess her residual

functional capacity (RFC) in accordance with Myers v. Apfel, 238

F.3d 617 (5th G r. 2001), and SSR 96-8p, which require the ALJ to
make a function-by-function analysis of a claimant’s ability to do
wor k-rel ated activities. The ALJ based his assessnent of Onishea’s
RFC, in part, onthe state exam ner’s function-by-function anal ysis
of her exertional limtations. Thus, the ALJ enpl oyed the |egal
standard set forth in Myers and SSR 96-8p in determ ning Oni shea’s
RFC.

Oni shea also argues that the ALJ erred in failing to
consider all of her inpairnents and subjective conplaints in
determning her RFC, specifically regarding her obesity, |leg
nunbness and pain, and nedication side effects. This argunent is
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unsupported by the record, which shows that the ALJ consi dered al
of Onishea’ s severe nedical inpairnents, including her obesity, and
her subjective conplaints of |eg pain and nunbness and nedi cati on
side effects in determ ning her RFC

Oni shea argues that the ALJ should have assessed the
nunber of times she requires the use of a restroomin determ ning
her RFC. The ALJ found that Onishea had the RFC to performlight
work with the need, inter alia, for restroomaccess. Onishea did
not present any evi dence regardi ng the specific nunber of tines she
needs to use the restroom She points to no authority requiring
the ALJ to assess sua sponte the frequency of restroom use when
there is no evidence of this in the record.

For the first tinme on appeal, Onishea argues that the ALJ
was precluded by the doctrine of res judicata fromfinding that she
could return to her past relevant work as a security guard. Even if
it is assuned that the doctrine applies because the ALJ found that
Oni shea could return to her past work as a cashi er, Onishea has not
shown that any error affected her substantial rights. Thus, she

has not shown plain error. See United States v. Calverley, 37 F. 3d

160, 162-64 (5th G r. 1994)(en banc).

AFFI RVED.



