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PER CURI AM *

Martin Cardenas appeals the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Comm ssioner of Social Security’'s denial of
disability benefits. Cardenas contends that there is no
substanti al evidence to support the Conm ssioner’s decision. Based
on our review of the record, the decision was supported by
substanti al evidence and the proper |egal standards were used in
eval uating the evidence. See Villa v. Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019,
1021 (5th Gr. 1990); Ripley v. Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 555 (5th Gr
1995) .

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



Cardenas contends that the Admnistrative Law Judge (ALJ)
erred in discounting his conplaints of pain. Contrary to this
assertion, the ALJ considered the factors relevant to conpl ai nts of
debilitating pain pursuant to 20 CF.R 8 416.929. There is
substanti al evidence to support the ALJ's finding that Cardenas’
testinony regarding his functional limtations and pain was not
supported by the nedical record and was not credi ble. See Falco v.
Shalala, 27 F.3d 160, 163 (5th G r. 1994). The evidence also
supports the ALJ' s finding, based on testinony from a vocati onal
expert, that there were a significant nunber of jobs which Cardenas
coul d perform

Cardenas urges this court to remand this case to the
Comm ssi oner for consideration of an ALJ decision finding that he
is disabled as of 10 WMarch 1996, one day after the ALJ's
determnation that is the subject of this appeal. This court may
remand to the Conm ssioner for consideration of additional evidence
“upon a showing that there is new evidence which is material and
that there is good cause for the failure to incorporate such
evidence into the record in a prior proceeding.” 42 U.S.C. 8§
405(g); Lathamv. Shalala, 36 F.3d 482, 483 (5th Cr. 1994). No
remand i s necessary, because the subsequent determ nation is not
material to this proceeding.

AFFI RVED



