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Plaintiff-Appellant Laura B. Wttner, pro se, appeals the
district court’s judgnent that affirnmed the decision of the
Commi ssi oner of Social Security (“Conmm ssioner”) denying disability
benefits. In her unusually able pro se brief, Wttner contends on
appeal that the record evidence does not support the decision of
the Adm nistrative Law Judge (“ALJ"). Wttner asserts that the

hearing testinony and nedical records establish that she is

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



di sabl ed, arguing that hypertension and pain are sufficiently
disabling conditions and that she neets the |listing for
hypert ensi on.

Qur reviewis limted to determ ni ng whet her the Conm ssi oner
applied the proper legal standards and whether the decision is
supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole.

Anthony v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Gr. 1992).

Subst anti al evidence is such rel evant evi dence as a reasonabl e m nd
m ght accept as adequate to support a conclusion. Villa v.
Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019, 1021-22 (5th G r. 1990). W may not

rewei gh the evidence or try the issues de novo. |[|d. at 1022.

Wttner bears the burden of proving her disability by

establishing an inpairnent. See Wen v. Sullivan, 925 F.2d 123,

128 (5th Cr. 1991). Subjective conplaints require corroboration

by objective nedi cal evidence. Houston v. Sullivan, 895 F. 2d 1012,

1016 (5th Gr. 1989). The disabling nature of painis an issue for
the ALJ to decide, and the ALJ' s determnation is entitled to

consi derabl e deference. Chanbliss v. Massanari, 269 F.3d 520, 522

(5th Gir. 2001).

The instant record is devoid of evidence that Wttner suffered
froma disabling condition during the period of her insured status.
See 42 U.S.C. § 423(d)(1)(A. Wttner does not establish that she
satisfied the requirenents for a listed inpairnent, and the record
contains no evidence that Wttner nmet the listing for hypertension.
See 20 CF.R 404, Subpt. P, App. 1, 8 4.00A, 8 4.00E2. The ALJ
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appl i ed the proper | egal standards, and t he Comm ssi oner’s deci sion

i's supported by substantial evidence. Anthony, 954 F.2d at 292.
The ALJ concl uded that Wttner was not di sabled at Step Two of

the analysis. This conclusion termnated the analysis, and the ALJ

was not required to evaluate Wttner’s ability to work. Mise v.

Sullivan, 925 F.2d 785, 789 (5th G r. 1991); Crouchet v. Sullivan,
885 F.2d 202, 204, 206 (5th G r. 1989).

Undeterred, Wttner contends that the ALJ denonstrated a
predi sposition to rul e agai nst her, stating before the hearing was
conplete that he would find it difficult to rule in her favor.
Wttner insists that the ALJ violated her right to due process and
held her to an inproper standard by requiring additional record
evi dence. She also asserts that she was denied the right to
counsel. These contentions are belied by the record.

The record shows that the ALJ explained the burden of proof
that, as the claimant, Wttner was required to bear if she was to
showentitlenent to disability benefits. Wttner failed to produce
obj ective nedical evidence for the period during which she was
insured, as required to substantiate her disability clains.
Wttner was sufficiently informed of her right to an attorney,
after whi ch she wvalidly consented to proceed W thout

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

Cr. 2003). Furthernore, Wttner has failed to identify any
evi dence that an attorney m ght have adduced that woul d have been

sufficient to change the result. See id.



The judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.
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