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

No. 99-41393
Summary Cal endar

| VA BONERS
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COW SSI ONER OF SOCI AL
SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:99-CV-39

 July 24, 2000
Before SM TH, PARKER, and DENNIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
| va Bowers appeal s the Comm ssioner’s denial of her
application for disability benefits. The district court affirnmed
t he deni al
Bowers argues that the Comm ssioner erred by failing to

apply Social Security Ruling 99-3(5) and this court’s decision in
McQueen v. Apfel, 168 F.3d 152, 155-56 (5th Cr. 1999), to her

case. However, the Conm ssioner determned at the fourth step of

the eval uati on process that Bowers was not disabled. MQueen and
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Ruling 99-3(5) apply to determ nations nade at the fifth step of
the analysis. See MQueen, 168 F.3d at 154-56; 64 Fed. Reg.

28,855. Accordingly, there was no need for the Comm ssioner to

reach the fifth step. See, e.qg., Wen v. Sullivan, 925 F.2d 123,

125-26 (5th Cir. 1991).

Bowers argues that the Comm ssioner erred by failing to hear
froma vocational expert. Because the Conm ssioner determ ned at
the fourth step that Bowers was not disabled, there was no need

to consult a vocational expert. See Geen v. Schweiker, 694 F.2d

108, 112 (5th Cir. 1982).

Bowers argues that the Comm ssioner did not properly
eval uate the nedical evidence. Having reviewed the record, we
conclude that it contains substantial evidence in support of the

Comm ssioner’s findings. See Anthony v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289,

295 (5th Gir. 1992).
AFFI RVED.



