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PER CURI AM *

On appeal fromthe denial of suppl enental security inconme
benefits, Linda Smth contends that she suffered from a |isted
i npai rment for spinal disorders before her eligibility |apsed on
June 30, 1986; that the ALJ should have followed Social Security
Ruli ng 83-20; that the ALJ erred in holding she could return to her

former Iight work as a cashier, waitress, and deli worker; and that

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-settled
principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |ega
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion

shoul d not be published



the ALJ inproperly discounted her testinony of pain. None of these
assertions has nerit, and we affirmthe denial of benefits.

1. Appel lant first asserts that the ALJ should have
interpreted differently the opinion of Dr. Gandy, the ALJ's
consul tant, who opined that Smth did not qualify under the spinal
inpai rment listing until January 1987, approximately one year after
her synptons began. The interpretation of an expert’s opinion is
commtted to the discretion of the ALJ, however. There is
substantial evidence to support the ALJ's decision to assign Dr.
Gandy’ s opinion little weight, while concluding that the bal ance of
medi cal testinony failed to establish that Smth had an i npairnent
or conbination of inpairnents listed in, or nedically equal to one
listed in Appendi x 1, Subpart P, Regul ations no. 4. Although her
synpt ons began about four nonths before May 1986, she did not
denonstrate a significant limtation of notion, and significant
motor | oss with nuscle weakness and sensory and reflex | oss during
the period before her first operation.

2. Appel  ant’ s contenti on about Social Security Ruling
83-20 has been waived, as Smth did not raise this issue at the
adm ni strative | evel and has not exhausted adm ni strative renedies
onit. Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 210 (5th GCr. 1994).

3 and 4. Appellant takes issue with the ALJ' s finding
that she was able to perform her past relevant work at | east
t hrough June 30, 1986. This conplaint is bound up with her belief
that the ALJ did not properly evaluate her testinony about her

pain. The ALJ referred to all of the relevant nedi cal evidence in



reaching his decision, which was based on the fact that Smth’s
synptons did not becone severe until four nonths before her 1986
surgery, and she did not seek additional nedical treatnent until
two years after surgery. Essential to Smth' s contention is the
assertion that her conplaints of pain were both credible and had to
be taken at face value by the ALJ. It is not for this court to re-
evaluate the credibility of Smth's testinony. The ALJ had anple
opportunity to performthat job, and in so doing, he found a | ack
of objective nedical synptons to corroborate the “excruciating
pain” that she clainms to have experi enced. Wether or not we would
have made the sane decision as fact findersis irrelevant; thereis
substantial evidence in the record to support the ALJ s deci sion.
The ALJ properly articulated his reasons for discrediting Smth's
subj ective conplaints of pain. Abshire v. Bowen, 848 F. 2d 638, 642
(5th Gr. 1988). Hi s conclusion that Smth renai ned capabl e of
perform ng her past |light duty work through June 30, 1986 enbraces
no reversible error.

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



