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

No. 00-30036
Summary Cal endar

SHI RLEY MAYFI ELD,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

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

Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-211-T
‘September 11, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Shirley Mayfield appeals the district court’s judgnent for
the Comm ssioner in her action pursuant to 42 U . S.C. 8§ 405(g) for
review of the Adm nistrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) decision denying
her request for Supplenental Security Incone benefits. W review
t he Conm ssioner’s decision to determ ne whether the decision is
supported by substantial evidence in the record and whet her the

Comm ssi oner applied the proper |egal standards in evaluating the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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evidence. Villa v. Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019, 1021 (5th Cr. 1990).

Mayfield contends that the ALJ’s finding that she did not
have a severe nental inpairnment was based on incorrect |ega
st andards and not supported by substantial evidence. She also
contends that the ALJ commtted reversible error in failing to
conplete a Psychiatric Review Techni que Form (PRTF) and in
failing to order an additional consultative exam nation to
determ ne the severity of her nental retardation. Myfield also
chal l enges the ALJ's finding that there are jobs available in the
nati onal econony that she could perform Specifically, she
conplains that the ALJ's hypothetical questions to the vocati onal
expert regarding her ability to work did not adequately account
for her nmental inpairnents.

We have reviewed the record and parties’ briefs, and we find
no reversible error. The ALJ applied the correct standard under

Stone v. Heckler, 752 F.2d 1099, 1101 (5'" Gr. 1985), in

determ ning that Mayfield s nental inpairnents were not severe.
Not wi t hst andi ng her assertions to the contrary, this

determ nati on was supported by substantial evidence. It is not
this court’s function to reweigh the evidence or try this issue

de novo. See Johnson v. Bowen, 864 F.2d 340, 343 (5th G

1988). Furthernore, the ALJ' s determ nation that the nedical
evidence is nore persuasive than Mayfield s own testinony is
precisely the kind of determnation the ALJ is best suited to

make. See Falco v. Shalala, 27 F.3d 160, 164 (5th Cr. 1994).

As Mayfield has not shown that her substantial rights were

affected by ALJ's failure to conplete a PRTF, this claimalso
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fails. See Mays v. Bowen, 837 F.2d 1362, 1364 (5th G r. 1988).

The ALJ had sufficient evidence to determ ne the severity of
Mayfield s nental inpairnents, and thus, no additional

consul tative exam nation was warranted. See Anderson v. Sullivan,

887 F.2d 630, 634 (5th GCr. 1989). Finally, the ALJ was not
required to include in his hypothetical questions any nental

limtations that he did not recognize. See Bowling v. Shal al a,

36 F.3d 431, 436 (5th Gr. 1994).
Because substantial evidence supports the Conm ssioner’s

decision, the district court’'s decision is AFFl RVED



