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Arnold E. Lee appeals the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Conm ssioner’s decision to deny his applications
for disability benefits and suppl enental security incone. Lee
argues that the district court erred in |ight of the
admnistrative law judge’'s (ALJ's) failure to observe, upon
remand, the specific directive fromthe Appeals Council to obtain
evi dence from a vocational expert to determ ne whether he had

transferable skills, and the ALJ’s all eged dism ssal of 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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opi nion of his treating orthopedic surgeon in favor of the
opi ni ons of other physicians less famliar with his case.

The ALJ found, based on the evidence presented, that
vocati onal evidence was not warranted. Specifically, she noted
there was no need to consult a vocational expert because direct
application of a nedical-vocational rule was possible. Gven the
ALJ’s finding that any alleged nonexertional |imtations
resulting frompain were insufficient to significantly affect
Lee’s residual functional capacity to perform nmedi umwork, the

use of the guidelines was appropriate. See Fraga v. Bowen, 810

F.2d 1296, 1304 (5th Gr. 1987).

The objective evidence in the record supports the ALJ’ s
deci sion that Lee can perform nmediumwork and that the use of a
vocati onal expert was therefore not required. None of the three
ort hopaedi ¢ surgeons who saw Lee were of the opinion that there
was no work he could perform Al three opined that he could
perform sone type of work, and the consensus was that he could
lift 35 pounds but should not bend or twist. The ALJ' s
conclusion that Lee could performmediumwork is consistent with
t hese fi ndings.

Lee argues that the ALJ erred in failing to observe the
opinion of Dr. Brown, his treating orthopaedi c surgeon and that
the ALJ's decision is supported only by her interpretation of one
orthopedic visit to Dr. Spohn for an evaluation. This assertion

is not supported by the record. As already noted, the opinions



No. 03-30341
-3-

of the three surgeons were not significantly different. None of

t hem expressed the opinion that Lee could not work at all.
Because substantial evidence of record supports the AL) s

decision to deny benefits, the district court’s decision is

hereby affirmed. See Villa v. Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019, 1021 (5th

Gir. 1990).

AFFI RVED.



