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Before BRANCH, BRASHER, and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges. 

PER CURIAM: 

Charles Micaud appeals the district court’s affirmance of the 
Social Security Administration’s denial of his claims for a period of 
disability and disability insurance benefits, 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), and 
supplemental security income, 42 U.S.C. § 1383(c)(3). First, Micaud 
argues that the administrative law judge failed to classify his past 
relevant work as a composite job consisting of commercial photog-
rapher and photographer helper, which resulted in an inherently 
flawed finding. Second, Micaud argues that substantial evidence 
does not support the ALJ’s residual functional capacity finding. Af-
ter careful review, we affirm. 

“When an ALJ denies benefits and the Appeals Council de-
nies review, we review the ALJ’s decision as the Commissioner’s 
final decision.” Samuels v. Acting Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 959 F.3d 1042, 
1045 (11th Cir. 2020) (quoting Doughty v. Apfel, 245 F.3d 1274, 1278 
(11th Cir. 2001) (quotation marks omitted)). “[W]e review de novo 
the legal principles upon which the Commissioner’s decision is 
based.” Moore v. Barnhart, 405 F.3d 1208, 1211 (11th Cir. 2005). But 
“we review the resulting decision only to determine whether it is 
supported by substantial evidence.” Id. “Substantial evidence is less 
than a preponderance, but rather such relevant evidence as a rea-
sonable person would accept as adequate to support a conclusion.” 
Id. “This limited review precludes deciding the facts anew, making 
credibility determinations, or re-weighing the evidence.” Id. Thus, 
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we must affirm the ALJ’s decision, even if the evidence may pre-
ponderate against it, so long as it is supported by substantial evi-
dence. Crawford v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 363 F.3d 1155, 1158–59 (11th 
Cir. 2004). 

Separate regulations govern eligibility for disability insur-
ance benefits and supplemental security income. Compare 20 C.F.R. 
pt. 404 (disability insurance benefits), with 20 C.F.R. pt. 416 (sup-
plemental security income). But “[t]he regulations for both pro-
grams are essentially the same.” Bowen v. City of New York, 476 U.S. 
467, 470 (1986). In making disability determinations under 20 
C.F.R. § 404.1520(a), the ALJ engages in a five-step process. Samu-
els, 959 F.3d at 1045. This process includes an analysis of whether 
the claimant: (1) is unable to engage in substantial gainful activity; 
(2) has a severe medically determinable physical or mental impair-
ment; (3) has such an impairment that meets or equals a listed im-
pairment and meets the duration requirements; (4) can perform his 
past relevant work, in light of his residual functional capacity; and 
(5) can make an adjustment to other work, in light of his residual 
functional capacity, age, education, and work experience. Samuels, 
959 F.3d at 1045–46; 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520(a). A finding that the 
claimant is disabled or not disabled at any given step conclusively 
decides the matter, and the ALJ will not proceed to further steps. 
§ 404.1520(a)(4). 

In considering whether a claimant is able to return to his past 
relevant work, “the ALJ must consider all the duties of that work 
and evaluate her ability to perform them in spite of her 
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impairments.” Lucas v. Sullivan, 918 F.2d 1567, 1574 n.3 (11th Cir. 
1990). “Although a claimant bears the burden of demonstrating an 
inability to return to his past relevant work, the [ALJ] has an obli-
gation to develop a full and fair record.” Schnorr v. Bowen, 816 F.2d 
578, 581 (11th Cir. 1987). The ALJ may rely on the Dictionary of 
Occupational Titles and the testimony of a vocational expert in per-
forming this analysis. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1560(b)(2).  

The ALJ may consider past relevant work “either as the 
claimant actually performed it or as generally performed in the na-
tional economy.” Id. (emphasis added). We have explained that 
“[t]he regulations require that the claimant not be able to perform 
his past kind of work, not that he merely be unable to perform a 
specific job he held in the past.” Jackson v. Bowen, 801 F.2d 1291, 
1293 (11th Cir. 1986).  

Substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s determination that 
Micaud was not disabled at step four. The vocational expert testi-
fied that Micaud’s “job would be as a commercial photographer,” 
which is a light-level job under the Dictionary of Occupational Ti-
tles. The vocational expert testified that Micaud actually performed 
that job at a medium level. Micaud had “no objections to that clas-
sification.” The ALJ asked the vocational expert to answer a series 
of hypothetical questions about limitations that were supported by 
Micaud’s evidence. Those limitations matched the ALJ’s determi-
nation of Micaud’s residual functional capacity. The vocational ex-
pert testified that the hypothetical individual could not perform Mi-
caud’s past relevant work as a commercial photographer as he had 
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performed it, but that the individual could perform the job as de-
scribed in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles. The law requires 
only that the claimant can perform his past kind of work, not the 
specific job he used to hold. Jackson, 801 F.2d at 1293. The ALJ 
therefore reasonably relied on the vocational expert’s testimony to 
conclude that Micaud “is able to perform” the job of a commercial 
photographer “as generally performed as described in the [Diction-
ary of Occupational Titles].”   

Micaud argues that the ALJ failed to properly classify his past 
relevant work as a composite job as both a photographer and pho-
tographer helper. The Social Security Agency’s Program Opera-
tions Manual System states that “[c]omposite jobs have significant 
elements of two or more occupations and as such, have no coun-
terpart in the DOT.” POMS DI 25005.020. It adds, “The claimant’s 
[past relevant work] may be a composite job if it takes multiple 
DOT occupations to locate the main duties of the [past relevant 
work] as described by the claimant.” Id.  

The Dictionary of Occupational Titles describes a “commer-
cial photographer” as someone who “[s]elects and assembles equip-
ment according to subject material [and] anticipated conditions” 
and “[a]rranges subject material, poses subject, or maneuvers into 
position to take [a] candid photo.” DOT § 143.062-030. A commer-
cial photographer “[m]ay make adjustments to camera, lens, or 
equipment . . . [m]ay design, build, arrange, or secure properties 
and settings to be used as background for subject material,” and 
“[m]ay direct activities of other workers.” Id. 
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The Dictionary of  Occupational Titles provides that a “pho-
tographer helper” assists commercial photographers in taking and 
developing photographs. Id. § 976.667-010. For example, a photog-
rapher helper “[a]rranges lights and screens, sets up camera[s] at 
proper angle[s], and moves objects to secure desired background 
for photographs as directed.” Id. The entry also states that photog-
rapher helpers perform other duties described in the general 
“helper” entry, which is defined as one “who assists another worker, 
usually of  a higher level of  competence or expertness, by perform-
ing a variety of  duties, such as furnishing another worker with ma-
terials, tools, and supplies; cleaning work area, machines, and 
equipment; feeding or off bearing machines; holding materials or 
tools; and performing other routine duties.” Id. § Master Titles and 
Definitions. 

But Micaud developed no evidence that he held a composite 
job as both a photographer and a photographer helper. Micaud 
points to one document where he asserted that he lifted weights 
sometime during his career up to fifty pounds. But Micaud fails to 
connect that fact to any “significant elements” or “main duties” of 
working as a photographer helper. POMS DI 25005.020. All that 
lone fact establishes is that Micaud performed his job as a commer-
cial photographer differently than it is performed in the national 
economy. But one discrepancy between a claimant’s actual job du-
ties and the description of that job as performed in the national 
economy does not necessarily mean that the claimant performs a 
composite job. Micaud bore the burden to establish that he 
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performed a composite job, and he failed to meet it. See Schnorr, 
816 F.2d at 581.  

Micaud also contends that the ALJ failed to fully and fairly 
develop the record. According to Micaud, the vocational expert did 
not discuss the composite job issue, which suggests that the voca-
tional expert never considered it. Micaud also mentions that his at-
torney failed to identify the issue, and he asserts that both voca-
tional experts and attorneys are “all too often unfamiliar with this 
nuanced aspect of classifying past relevant work.” And Micaud ar-
gues that the ALJ should have taken notice of the issue “because a 
hearing before an ALJ is not an adversar[ial] proceeding.” 

Micaud relies on our decision in Cowart v. Schweiker in sup-
port of his argument, but that reliance is misplaced. 662 F.2d 731, 
735 (11th Cir. 1981). In Cowart, a plaintiff applied for Social Security 
disability insurance benefits, and her claim was denied. Id. at 733. 
She received a hearing before an ALJ, and she proceeded pro se. Id. 
The ALJ concluded that the plaintiff did not qualify for disability 
benefits, and the district court affirmed that decision. Id. We re-
versed. Id. at 737. We held that “the ALJ has a basic obligation to 
develop a full and fair record,” regardless of whether the plaintiff is 
represented by counsel. Id. at 735. We faulted the ALJ because he 
“failed to discharge his special duty to develop the facts in this case” 
and “made little or no effort to elicit evidence favorable to [the 
plaintiff’s] claim.” Id. 

Unlike the plaintiff in Cowart, Micaud was represented by 
counsel before the ALJ. And the ALJ met his duty of developing a 
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full and fair record. Micaud produced medical records and descrip-
tions of his past employment that together span nearly 1,000 pages. 
At the hearing, the ALJ asked Micaud several questions about his 
past work. The ALJ presented the vocational expert with a number 
of hypothetical questions regarding Micaud’s limitations. The ALJ 
gave Micaud’s counsel an opportunity to examine the vocational 
expert and Micaud. And Micaud’s counsel offered no objection dur-
ing the hearing. The ALJ committed no error. 

Micaud also contends that substantial evidence does not sup-
port the ALJ’s residual functional capacity finding. Residual func-
tional capacity “is an assessment, based upon all of the relevant ev-
idence, of a claimant’s remaining ability to do work despite his im-
pairments.” Lewis v. Callahan, 125 F.3d 1436, 1440 (11th Cir. 1997); 
see also 20 C.F.R. § 404.1545(a). Residual functional capacity is the 
measure of an individual’s “maximum remaining ability to do sus-
tained work activities in an ordinary work setting on a regular and 
continuing basis,” i.e., for eight hours per day and five days per week 
or an equivalent schedule. SSR 96-8p (emphasis in original). And 
“the [residual functional capacity] assessment must include a dis-
cussion of the individual’s abilities on that basis.” Id.  

The ALJ makes a residual-functional-capacity determination 
by considering the claimant’s ability to perform exertional tasks as 
well as the claimant’s mental abilities. 20 CFR § 404.1545(b), (c). 
The claimant’s residual functional capacity is then used to deter-
mine his capability of performing various designated levels of work 
(sedentary, light, medium, heavy, or very heavy). See id. 
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§ 404.1567. The ALJ may consider activities of daily living when 
determining a claimant’s residual functional capacity. Macia v. 
Bowen, 829 F.2d 1009, 1012 (11th Cir. 1987). The mere existence of 
an impairment does not reveal the extent to which it limits a claim-
ant’s ability to work or undermine the ALJ’s determination in that 
regard, because the severity of a medically ascertained disability 
must be measured in terms of its effect on ability to work. Moore, 
405 F.3d at 1213 n.6 (quotation marks omitted).  

Micaud specifically contests the ALJ’s assessment of his men-
tal impairments. When evaluating mental impairments, the ALJ 
must use a special technique called the psychiatric review tech-
nique. 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520a(a); Moore, 405 F.3d at 1213. This tech-
nique requires rating how a claimant’s mental impairments impact 
four broad functional areas: understanding, remembering, or ap-
plying information; interacting with others; concentrating, persist-
ing, or maintaining pace; and adapting or managing oneself. 20 
C.F.R. § 404.1520a(c)(3). The possible ratings are none, mild, mod-
erate, marked, or extreme. Id. § 404.1520a(c)(4). If the limitations 
are classified as none or mild, the ALJ will conclude that the impair-
ment is not severe. Id. § 404.1520a(d)(1). If the limitations fall into 
any of the other three categories, then the impairment is severe, 
and the ALJ will determine whether the impairment meets the se-
verity of a listed mental disorder by rating the degree of functional 
limitation. Id. § 404.1520a(d)(2). 

The ALJ must incorporate these results into the findings and 
conclusions. Moore, 405 F.3d at 1213–14; 20 C.F.R. 
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§ 404.1520a(e)(4). The ALJ also must show the significant history, 
including examination and laboratory findings, the functional lim-
itations considered in reaching a conclusion about the severity of 
mental impairments, and a specific finding on the degree of limita-
tion in each of the functional areas described above. 20 C.F.R. 
§ 404.1520a(e)(4). We have held that “where a claimant has pre-
sented a colorable claim of mental impairment, the social security 
regulations require the ALJ to complete a [psychiatric-review-tech-
nique form] and append it to the decision, or incorporate its mode 
of analysis into his findings and conclusions.” Moore, 405 F.3d at 
1214. 

Micaud argues that the ALJ did not properly perform the 
psychiatric review technique, but that argument misses the mark. 
The ALJ took “into consideration [Micaud’s] alleged mental im-
pairments.” The ALJ found that “there is no evidence in the record 
that supports that [Micaud] experiences any functional limita-
tions.” To make that finding, the ALJ “considered the four broad 
functional areas set out in” section 404.1520a(c)(3). The ALJ con-
cluded that, “[b]ased upon consideration of the record as a whole,” 
Micaud experienced mild limitations in all four functional areas. 
Therefore, the ALJ performed the analysis that section 404.1520a 
requires and correctly determined that Micaud’s level of impair-
ment was not severe. See § 404.1520a(d)(1). 

Next, Micaud contends that the ALJ did not properly con-
sider his knee impairment before his date last insured. Micaud ar-
gues that there was ample evidence that his knee impairments 
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were well-established before his date last insured, which was De-
cember 31, 2016. But the vast majority of the record post-dated Mi-
caud’s date last insured. The ALJ found that the record established 
that in 2013 Micaud had “mild degenerative changes of the mid and 
lower thoracic spine” In early 2016, Micaud had a normal gait, no 
evidence of instability, a normal range of motion, normal strength, 
and a normal sensory examination except for the right lateral great 
toe. Also, Micaud’s straight-leg-raising test was negative bilaterally, 
and Micaud had no paraspinal tenderness. In late 2016, Micaud 
sought treatment for medication management. At that time, an ex-
amination of Micaud’s revealed no tenderness and a normal range 
of motion. Substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s conclusion that 
Micaud did not prove that he had severe impairments before the 
end of 2016.  

And to the extent that Micaud argues that the ALJ failed to 
fully and fairly develop the record on this issue because it failed to 
consider non-medical sources under Social Security Regulation 18-
1p, that argument is unpersuasive. See 83 Fed. Reg. 49613-21. That 
provision applies only when a claimant “meet[s] the statutory def-
inition of disability.” Id. Because substantial evidence supports the 
ALJ’s conclusion that Micaud did not meet that definition, that reg-
ulation is inapplicable.  

We AFFIRM. 
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