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PER CURI AM *

Edw n H Ferrell appeals the judgnent affirm ng the denial of
social security disability benefits, claimng substantial evidence
does not support the Adm nistrative Law Judge’s determ nation there
were a significant nunber of jobs in the national econony which he
coul d have perforned.

The nedi cal evidence established that Ferrell suffered from
heart and possi ble circul atory probl ens, but no treating physicians
placed any l|limtations on his ability to work prior to the

expiration of his insured status. Further, Ferrell testified at

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



the admnistrative hearing that he is able to drive, wal k, push,
pull, bend, lift, and sit and stand for short periods, as well as
work at his church and a |local hospice. Al t hough he also
conpl ai ned of disabling pain, the ALJ was within his discretionto
di scredit such subjective conplaints. See Giego v. Sullivan, 940
F.2d 942, 945 (5th Cr. 1991). A vocational expert testified that
a person of Ferrell’s age, education, work history, and work
experience could performlight, sem-skilled jobs with a sedentary
exertional level and a sit/stand option. Furthernore, such jobs
existed in significant nunbers in the national econony. Exanples
i nclude information clerk and production schedul er.

Because the admi ni strative record does not contain any nedi cal
evidence indicating that Ferrell was unable to performlight, sem -
skilled, sedentary work with a sit/stand option, and because no
physi ci an determ ned that Ferrell was unable to perform any work
activity, Ferrell failed to neet his burden of proving he coul d not
performthe work identified by the vocational expert. See Sel ders
v. Sullivan, 914 F.2d 614, 618 (5th Gr. 1990). The vocationa
expert’s unrebutted testinony provided the requisite substanti al
evi dence to support the ALJ's determ nation t hat enpl oynent exi sted
for Ferrel. See Bowing v. Shalala, 36 F.3d 431, 434 (5th Cr
1994) .

AFFI RMED



