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Bef ore REAVLEY, GARWOOD and HI GG NBOTHAM Circuit Judges.”
PER CURI AM
On Pinell's appeal, we affirm the decision of the Benefits

Revi ew Board. Whether or not the settlenent barred the disability

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the | egal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



claim there was substantial evidence to support the ALJ's finding
after remand that Pinell had not shown he was unable to return to
hi s usual enploynent duties.

We dismss the cross-appeal conplaining of that part of the
ALJ' s decision followi ng remand as rul ed that the Enpl oyer/Carrier
pay for claimant's nedi cal expenses in accordance with Section 7 of
the Act. The Enployer/Carrier did not appeal the ALJ's decision
followng remand to the Board (and Pinell did not appeal that
portion of the ALJ's decision). Consequently, the nedical expense
issue is not properly before us, and the cross-appeal as to it is
di sm ssed. Tideland Wl ding Service v. Sawer, 881 F.2d 157, 161
(5th Gir. 1989).

AFFI RMED as to appeal. Cross-appeal DI SM SSED



