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PER CURI AM *

Appel  ant Patrick O Leary challenges the district court's
judgnent rejecting his appeal of the denial of social security
disability benefits. W find no error and affirm

O Leary, now over 40 years old, |ast worked in Novenber
1983, when he suffered a back injury on the job. He has objective

synptons of arthritis or disc problens in his back. Conpl aining

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



that he is unable to maintain any gainful enploynent, he filed a
ro se application for disability insurance benefits and
suppl enental security incone in 1989. The ALJ held nearly an hour-
| ong hearing, questioning both O Leary and a vocati onal expert, and
the ALJ received O Leary's nedical records. The ALJ al so expressly
permtted O Leary to supplenent his records with the findings of a
myel ogram that O Leary said was scheduled after the hearing.
O Leary did not take advantage of this opportunity. The ALJ found
that he is not disabled within the neaning of the Act, and the
appeal s council and district court concurred in this decision.

O Leary has been represented by counsel in the district
court and in this court and raises three argunents. First, he
asserts that the ALJ did not facilitate his pro se presentation and
therefore did not fully develop the record. W agree that the ALJ
has a special duty to develop a full and fair record when a

claimant is unrepresented at the hearing. Kane v. Heckler, 731

F.2d 1216, 1219-20 (5th Cr. 1984). But even if the ALJ fails in
this regard, in order to warrant a remand, the cl ai mant nust still
show prejudice in the form of evidence that could and woul d have
been introduced that m ght have altered the outcone. [|d. at 1220.
Nei t her of the Kane criterion is met here. The ALJ conducted a
t horough hearing and gave O Leary anpl e opportunity to describe his
limtations and to cross-examne the vocational expert who
testified. O Leary also had the opportunity to offer the nyel ogram

results, but he did not avail hinself of that opportunity either



during or after the admnistrative proceedings. O Leary has not
shown how he was prejudiced by the ALJ's handling of his hearing.
O Leary next contends that the ALJ shoul d have consi dered
his testinony that the use of his right hand is |imted and, under
certain regulations, the inability to performjobs requiring bi-
| ateral manual dexterity significantly conprom ses his ability to
do sedentary work. The regul ations, he contends, required the ALJ
to determne the extent that jobs are precluded because of
O Leary's inability to use his hands. Interpreting O Leary's
presentationin the admnistrative process very liberally, we shal
assune that this issue was presented to the ALJ and then to the
district court. Neverthel ess, there is no nerit in this
contention. First, even though the ALJ did not pose hypotheti cal
questions to the vocational expert that incorporated O Leary's
limted use of his hand, O Leary had the opportunity to correct
that error in his own questioning of the expert. O Leary declined
to do so. Under these circunstances, the om ssion was not
reversible error even if the inpairnent was a recognized

limtation. Bowing v. Shalala, 36 F.3d 431, 435-36 (5th Cr.

1994) . Moreover, the vocational expert also listed jobs that
O Leary could performthat did not require fine notor mani pul ation
skills such as tenporary | abor coordi nator, repair order clerk and
di spat cher. The om ssion of the hypothetical was therefore
harm ess.

O Leary also challenges the ALJ's failure to concl ude

that he is disabled by pain. This question is commtted to the



sound interpretation of the fact finder, who nust rely on the
credibility of the claimant as well as whether his objective
synptons could create the kind of pain to which he testifies.
Here, the ALJ determ ned that, although O Leary's inpairnents cause
hi m sonme degree of pain, his condition does not prevent himfrom
performng alimted range of sedentary work. O Leary's testinony
reflected that his painis relieved with non-prescription drugs and
that he has attenpted to find work within a bicycle ride of his
hone. Sone of the nedical evidence suggests that O Leary's
conplaints are not fully credible and that he is capable of
performng at least a |limted range of sedentary work. Thus, the
ALJ's finding of no disability because of pain was supported by
substanti al evi dence.

For these reasons, the judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.



