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PER CURI AM *

Margie GQuerrero appeals the denial of her claim for Social
Security disability benefits. For the foll ow ng reasons, we AFFI RM
the judgnent of the district court.

Querrero filed her claimfor benefits on Novenber 17, 2000,

al l egi ng that chroni c pai n caused by, anong ot her things, psoriatic

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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arthritis and fibronyalgia prevented her from working. An
Adm ni strative Law Judge (“ALJ”) heard evidence, after which he
issued his decision that although CGuerrero suffered from
i npai rments that caused her pain, she was not disabled within the
meani ng of the rel evant regul ati ons and retai ned residual function
capacity sufficient to work as a secretary. The Social Security
Appeal s Council rejected Cuerrero’s appeal. The district court
adopted the magi strate judge’'s report and recommendation, finding
t hat substantial evidence supported the ALJ' s deci sion, and entered
j udgnent for the conm ssioner.

CGuerrero argues that substanti al evi dence does not support the
ALJ' s decision. Substantial evidence is “such rel evant evidence as
a reasonable mnd mght accept as adequate to support a
conclusion.” Perez v. Barnhart, 415 F. 3d 457, 461 (5th Gr. 2005)
(internal quotation and citation omtted). In reviewing for
substantial evidence, we do not weigh the evidence or resolve
conflicts. Masterson v. Barnhart, 309 F.3d 267, 272 (5th Cr.
2002). To find the absence of substantial evidence we nust
conclude that there are no credible contrary choices or nedica
evi dence. Johnson v. Bowen, 864 F.2d 340, 343-44 (5th Cr. 1988).

We find substantial evidence to support the ALJ s deci sion.
The ALJ concl uded that Guerrero retai ned resi dual function capacity
sufficient to continue work as a secretary. |In so concluding, the

ALJ rejected CGuerrero’'s testinony regarding the severity of her



pai n based on Guerrero’s “manner while testifying at the hearing,
t he consi stency of her testinony with statenents on other occasi ons

in the record, as well as [her] interest, bias, or prejudice

considered in light of all the evidence in this case.” W accord
an ALJ’s credibility findings substantial deference. Janes v.
Bowen, 793 F.2d 702, 706 (5th GCr. 1986). Wth respect to

corroboration of GQuerrero’'s testinony, the ALJ observed that
al t hough Guerrero asserted drowsi ness and | ack of concentration as
side effects of her pain nedication, Dr. Plata’s My 2, 2002
progress note reflects no side effects of the pain nedication and
indicates that “[h]er synptons seemto be well controlled with the
pai n managenent at this tinme.” The ALJ also noted the dearth of
evidence in the nedical records to support a finding that
Guerrero’s inpairnent was as severe as she alleged. Dr. Plata’'s
progress notes show a consistent | evel of pain - self-described by
GQuerrero as 5 or 6 on a scale of 10 - but one that does not rise to
the |l evel Querrero asserted when she testified that she spent nost
days in bed. The only exception occurred in Novenber 2001 when a
progress note observes that after three days wthout pain
medi cation — she ran out — Guerrero rated her pain as 10 out of 10.
Relying on the assessnent of the State Agency’ s physician, Dr.
Dodd, the ALJ found that Guerrero suffered sonme functional
[imtations, but he concluded that Guerrero’'s Iimtations did not

rise to the | evel she cl ai ned.



Having found substantial evidence to support the ALJ s
decision, our inquiry is at an end, and the judgnent of the
district court is accordingly

AFF| RMED.



