
     *  Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:*

Charlie Riley appeals the affirmance of the Commissioner's
denial of his application for disability insurance benefits under
42 U.S.C. § 405.  He argues (1) that the district court erred in
finding a lack of substantial evidence that he was disabled after
June 8, 1995, (2) that the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) erred
in not crediting his testimony regarding his chronic pain,
(3) that the ALJ erred in failing to require testimony from a 
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vocational expert, and (4) that the ALJ erred in finding that he
could perform sedentary work.  

To prove disability resulting from pain, an individual must
establish a medically determinable impairment that is capable of
producing disabling pain. Once a medical impairment is
established, the subjective complaints of pain must be considered
along with the medical evidence in determining work capacity. 
See Ripley v. Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 556 (5th Cir. 1995); Harper v.
Sullivan, 887 F.2d 92, 96 (5th Cir. 1989).  The ALJ found, on the
basis of the medical evidence, that Riley’s complaints of pain
after June 8, 1995, were credible only insofar as the pain
limited him to sedentary work.  Ripley has failed to demonstrate
error in this finding.  

The use of a vocational expert is discretionary.  See
20 C.F.R. § 404.1566(e).  The substantial medical and other
evidence supports the Commissioner's conclusion that Riley's
impairments did not significantly circumscribe his ability to do
sedentary work after June 8, 1995.  

AFFIRMED.


