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PER CURIAM:*

Charles Irwin appeals the district court’s judgment

affirming the denial of his applications for Supplemental

Security Income and Social Security Disability benefits. 

He argues that the disability decision was not supported by

substantial evidence, the administrative law judge (“ALJ”)

used improper criteria to assess his credibility, and the ALJ 
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was required to address whether he can maintain gainful work

activity.

We hold that the disability determination was supported by

substantial evidence.  See Greenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 236

(5th Cir. 1994).  In so holding, we determine that the record

supports the ALJ’s characterization of Irwin’s allegations of

disabling pain as not credible, we hold harmless the ALJ’s

failure to evaluate the opinion of the physician who treated

Irwin for his low back pain, and we conclude that the ALJ

adequately incorporated all of Irwin’s disabilities in posing

the hypothetical question to the vocational expert.  See Wren v.

Sullivan, 925 F.2d 123, 128-29 (5th Cir. 1991); Morris v. Bowen,

864 F.2d 333, 336 (5th Cir. 1988); Boyd v. Apfel, 239 F.3d 698,

707 (5th Cir. 2001).

Finally, the evidence did not show that Irwin’s ability

to maintain employment would be compromised despite his ability

to perform employment as an initial matter, and there is no

indication that the ALJ did not understand that an ability to

maintain employment is inherent in the definition of residual

functional capacity.  See Dunbar v. Barnhart, 330 F.3d 670, 672

(5th Cir. 2003).  Consequently, the ALJ was not required to make

a specific finding with regard to Irwin’s ability to maintain

employment.  See id. 

AFFIRMED.


