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

No. 01-11261
Summary Cal endar

JANI CE J. JONES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JO ANNE B. BARNHART, COWM SSI ONER
OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 7:00-CV-217-R

 April 18, 2002
Bef ore GARWOOD, BARKSDALE and DEMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Janice J. Jones appeals the district court’s decision
affirmng the determ nation by the Conm ssioner of Soci al
Security that she is not disabled within the neaning of the
Social Security Act. Jones argues that the Admnistrative Law
Judge (ALJ) failed to state his specific findings concerning her
inpairments and that it is inpossible for the court to review

whet her the ALJ consi dered the conbi ned effect of her

i npai rments. The ALJ expressly found that Jones suffered from

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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maj or depression, lupus arthral gia, and possibly system c | upus
erythematosus. The ALJ also inplicitly found that Jones suffered
fromasthma and m grai ne headaches as he found her residual
functional capacity was limted by the need to avoid concentrated
exposure to pulnonary irritants. Although the ALJ did not
expressly state his findings concerning which inpairnents Jones
had, the ALJ considered all of the nedical evidence and Jones’
testinony and determ ned that she “suffer[ed] froma conbination
of inpairnments which cause nore than a slight abnormality on her
ability to performbasic work activities.” The ALJ also found
that Jones did not have an inpairnment or conbination of

i npai rments of such severity to neet or equal any inpairnment
listed in Appendi x 1, Subpart P, Regulation No. 4. Jones has not
shown that the ALJ's failure to identify specifically her

i npai rments affected her substantial rights. See Anderson v.

Sullivan, 887 F.2d 630, 634 (5th Gr. 1989). Further, the ALJ
applied the correct |egal standard in determ ning whether Jones

was disabled. See Villa v. Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019, 1021 (5th

Cr. 1990).

Jones argues that the ALJ did not provide sufficient reasons
for rejecting her subjective conplaints. The ALJ found that
Jones’ “testinony was credible to the extent consistent with her
residual functional capacity.” The ALJ determ ned that the
obj ective nedi cal evidence and Jones’ testinony concerning her
daily activities were inconsistent with her claimthat pain and
fatigue prevented her from perform ng her past rel evant worKk.

The ALJ provided sufficient reasons for his credibility
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determ nati on and assessnment of the evidence. See Fal co v.

Shalala, 27 F.3d 160, 163 (5th Cr. 1994). The ALJ s eval uation
of the credibility of Jones’ subjective conplaints is entitled to
judicial deference because it is supported by substanti al

evi dence. See Villa, 895 F.2d at 1024; see also Newton v. Apfel,

209 F. 3d 448, 459 (5th G r. 2000).
AFFI RVED.



