IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-10735
Summary Cal endar

VIRGANNA M MJRRAY
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COWM SS|I ONER
OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:98-CV-495-Y

 February 29, 2000
Before JOLLY, JONES, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Virginia M Mirray appeals the Comm ssioner’s denial of her
application for Supplenental Security Inconme. The district court
affirmed the Comm ssioner’s denial.

Murray argues that the Comm ssioner commtted several | egal
errors in his denial of her application. Two of these argunents,

t hat the Conm ssioner should have recontacted her treating

psychi atrist and that he should have held a suppl enental hearing,

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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were not raised during Murray’s adm nistrative appeal to the
Appeal s Council. Accordingly, we DISMSS these two issues for
want of jurisdiction. Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 210 (5th

Cr. 1994).

Murray argues that the Comm ssioner erred by failing to give
controlling weight to the opinion of her treating psychiatrist.
There is little discrepancy between the psychiatrist’s opinion
and the findings nade by the Conm ssioner. However, to the
extent that there is a discrepancy, we note that the Comm ssioner
is not required to give controlling weight to a treating
physician’s opinion when it is inconsistent with other

substanti al evidence in the record. See, e.qg., Leggett v.

Chater, 67 F.3d 558, 566 (5th Gr. 1995).

Murray argues that the Comm ssioner inproperly failed to
refer to the nedical opinion of a consulting physician. W wll
not require the Comm ssioner to discuss every nedical opinion in
the record, especially when the opinion is duplicative of the

opinion of the claimant’s treating physician. See Falco v.

Shal ala, 27 F.3d 160, 163 (5th Cr. 1994).
Murray argues that the Comm ssioner erred in finding that
her testinony of disabling pain was not credible. The
Comm ssioner may properly reject a claimant’s assertion of
di sabling pain, and we owe consi derabl e deference to the

Comm ssioner’s findings on this issue. Rodriguez v. Bowen, 857

F.2d 275, 278 (5th Gr. 1988). On this record, we wll not

di sturb the Conm ssioner’s findings.
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Murray argues that there was not substantial evidence in the
record to support the Comm ssioner’s findings that (i) she could
performa |limted range of sedentary work and (ii) there were
jobs in the national econony that she could perform Having
reviewed the record, we hold that the record contains substanti al

evidence in support of the Conm ssioner’s findings. See Anthony

v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 295 (5th Gr. 1992).

DI SM SSED | N PART; AFFI RVED | N PART.



