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PER CURI AM *

Inthis social security disability case, appel |l ant Snel |,
a 34-year ol d noderately obese woman with ninth grade educati on and
no work history, was denied benefits. She asserted that she is
di sabl ed because of hypertension and heart probl ens, conpounded by

obesity and schi zo-affective disorder. Having failed to obtain

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opi ni on shoul d not be published.



relief throughout the admnnistrative and judicial process to date,
Snel |l has appealed. W find no error and affirm

In this appeal, Snell raises four issues. First, she
contends that the admnistrative | aw judge applied inproper |egal
standards to determne the severity of her clainmed "diagnosed
i npai rments” of obesity and schizo-affective disorder. In support,

she cites Stone v. Heckler, 752 F.2d 1099, 1106 (5th Cr. 1985),

where this court set out the correct |egal standard to use for
determ ning "non-severity" at Step Two in the five-step disability
analysis. After Stone, however, this court has held that when the
ALJ' s anal ysis goes beyond Step Two, i.e., to a finding of severe
i npai rment, specific reference to Stone and its requirenents i s not

necessary. See Harrell v. Bowen, 862 F.2d 471, 481 (5th Grr.

1988) . Here, although he found the inpairnments of M. Snel
"mld," the ALJ went beyond the severity analysis to consider her
age, education, exertional limtations and work experience in
arriving at the conclusion of not disabled. He was not required to
adhere to the Stone standard. Moreover, we agree with the district
court's conclusion that the ALJ inplicitly found that Snell's
obesity and schizo-affective disorders did not inpair her ability
to work. There is substantial evidence in the record for these
fi ndi ngs.

Snel |l next contends that the ALJ erred by not i ncluding
in his hypothetical questions to the vocational expert her all eged
i npai rments of obesity and schizo-affective disorder. But in

general, the hypothetical questions that an ALJ poses to a



vocati onal expert need only incorporate the disabilities that the

ALJ recogni zes. Bowing v. Shalala, 36 F.3d 431, 436 (5th Cr

1994) . The ALJ did not recognize these alleged inpairnents.
Moreover, Snell's representative had the opportunity at the hearing
to renmedy the all eged defects in the hypothetical question and did
not do so. Consequently, there is no reversible error. Bowing,
36 F.3d at 436.

Snell also contends that the ALJ erred in relying
"solely" on Gid Rule 204.00, Appendix 2, Sub-Part P, Regul ations
4 (the nedical -vocational guidelines) in finding her not disabl ed.
W agree with the district court, however, which read the ALJ's
report as we do and concluded that the ALJ did not rely solely on
the grids. The Alj's opinion states:

The undersigned is satisfied that the only reduction in
residual functional capacity would be a dimnished
ability to understand, renenber, or carry out conplex or
detailed job instructions and to deal with the public
under circunstances generating high levels of stress.
The vocational expert has identified jobs conpatible with
these limtations which exist in significant nunbers in
t he national econony or regional economn es.

Snell's final argunent is that the ALJ failed to fully
and fairly develop the facts relevant to her 1Q This charge is
utterly groundl ess. Snel | was eval uat ed for
psychi atric/ psychol ogi cal problens by four professionals, all of
whom questi oned her credibility and candor in undergoing the tests
they tried to perform Only Dr. King diagnosed Snell as having
probable mld to noderate nental retardation, while the eval uati ons
of the others were nuch less charitable. The ALJ is entitled to

determne the credibility of nedical experts and to weigh their

3



conflicting opinions and testinony. More v. Sullivan, 919 F. 2d

901, 905 (5th Cr. 1990). It was within the ALJ's authority to
choose which evaluation to believe. The record contains no
indication that further testing would have been desirable or
useful .

For these reasons, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RMVED.



