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

No. 98-60150
Summary Cal endar

MARY S. SM TH,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
KENNETH S. APFEL, Conmm ssioner of Social Security,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:97-CV-8-L-S
‘September 30, 1998

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mary S. Smth appeals the district court’s judgnent affirm ng
the Comm ssioner of Social Security’'s denial of disability and
suppl enental security incone (SSI) benefits. Smth argues that
there is no substantial evidence to support the Conm ssioner’s
finding that she can performa limted range of |ight work. Having
reviewed the entire record, we find that the deci sion was supported
by substantial evidence and the proper | egal standards were used in

evaluating the evidence. See Villa v. Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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1021 (5th Gr. 1990); R pley v. Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 555 (5th Gr
1995) .

Smth argues that the Adm nistrative Law Judge (ALJ) erred in
di scounting her conplaints of pain. Contrary to this assertion,
the ALJ considered the factors relevant to conplaints of
debilitating pain pursuant to 20 CF.R § 416.929. There is
substantial evidence to support ALJ's finding that Smth’s
testinony regarding her functional limtations and pain was not

supported by the nedical record and was not credi ble. See Falco v.

Shal ala, 27 F.3d 160, 163 (5th Cr. 1994).

Smth attacks the ALJ's finding that there are significant
jobs in the national econony which she can perform given her
limtations. First, Smth wongly asserts that the ALJ inproperly
relied on the nedical -vocational guidelines rather than relying on

the testinony of the vocational expert (VE). Scott v. Shalala,

30 F.3d 33, 35 (5th Gr. 1994). Al t hough noting that these
gui delines woul d direct a finding of not disabled, the ALJ obt ai ned
testinony from a vocational expert and clearly relied on that
testinony in reaching his conclusion.

Smth also asserts that the testinony of the VE was not
sufficient to show that there were jobs which she could perform
The VE testified that there were a significant nunber of jobs in

the local econony which Smith could perform See Mixris v. Bowen,

864 F.2d 333, 335-36 (5th Cr. 1988). Smth' s bald assertions do

not di sprove this testinony. See Vaughan v. Shalala, 58 F.3d 129,

132 (5th Gir. 1995).
AFFI RVED.



