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Per Curiam Cl aimnt Luis A Lopez appeals fromthe

judgment of the district court which upheld the decision of
t he Comm ssioner of Social Security that claimnt was not
entitled to disability benefits. After carefully review ng
the record and the briefs, we affirmthe district court's
judgnment for essentially the reasons stated in the Opinion
and Order of the magistrate judge. We add only the
foll owing coments.

First, the admnistrative |aw judge (ALJ) was not
required to have consulted the Dictionary of Occupationa
Titles (D.O. T.) to ascertain the demands of claimant's past
work as a progranmmer-analyst at the Puerto Rico Electric
Power Authority. As we have stated, an ALJ usually "is
entitled to rely upon claimnt's own description of the
duties involved in [his] former job." Santiago v. Secretary

of Health and Human Services, 944 F.2d 1, 5 (1st Cir. 1991)

(per curiam. Only when the ALJ is "alerted by the record
to the presence of an issue" nust the ALJ further devel op
the record. Id. (enphasis omtted). However, cl ai mant
points to nothing here which should have alerted the ALJ to
the need to consult outside sources such as the D.OT.

In this regard, we note that the portions of the
record to which claimant refers in support of the assertion

t hat he supervised others at the Power Authority do not show



that such a duty, in fact, was a part of his prior job.
Further, and assumi ng that some contact with others was
requi red, clainmant conpletely fails to identify anything in
the record which even renotely suggests that such contact
occurred frequently. In this context, it is significant
that claimant nowhere stated that frequent contact wth
ot hers was a reason he could not performhis prior job as a
progr amrer - anal yst. We think it fair to assunme that if
frequent contact was, in fact, required and if clainmant
could not tolerate such contact, claimnt wuld have
mentioned it sonmewhere. The ALJ's conclusion that clai mant
could perform his past work therefore is supported by
subst anti al evidence.

The judgnment of the district court is affirned.



