UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92- 8456
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM D. BROCKS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

LOUS W SULLIVAN, MD., Secretary,
Departnent of Health and Human Servi ces,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(A-91- CA- 365)

(February 19, 1993)
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Appel | ant sought soci al security disability insurance benefits
all eging that he had been disabled since 1985 as a result of back
probl ens and rel ated pain stemm ng fromaninjury in1973. Fol |l ow ng
an evidentiary hearing, an admni strative | awjudge found that while
Appel  ant did suffer fromback problens that made it i npossible for

hi mto continue his past rel evant heavy work, he neverthel ess had t he

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
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that this opinion should not be published.



capacity for |ight work and was, therefore, not di sabl ed. Appell ant
sought review of this conclusion arguing that he was limted to
sedentary work. The Appeals Council denied review and appel | ant
filed a petitionin the district court seeking reviewof this final
determ nation. The district court affirnmed the Secretary's deci sion
and Cl ai mant appeals. W find no error and affirm

Appel  ant basically contends that the Secretary's decision is
not supported by substantial evidence in light of Appellant's
testi nony and t he nedi cal evidence. W have carefully reviewed the
record, the findings of the district court, and the adm nistrative
| aw judge, and are firmy convinced that both applied the proper
| egal standards and anal ysis and that the findings are supported by
substantial evidence. W wll not here specifically address each
argunent advanced by Appellant, although each has been carefully
consi dered, but we do address the argunent that the 1989 nedica
opi ni on upon whi ch Appel l ant reliesrequires afindingof disability.
Contrary to Appellant's contention, the ALJ did not reject this
opinion. H's conclusions do not conflict wth the concl usi ons of
that report. After considering the report the ALJ found only that
Appel I ant was not disabled. The nedical report nerely identified
Appel lant's inpairnents, cautioned against increasing physical
activity and suggested he seek nore care as his synptons worsened.
The ALJ applied these findings tothe nedical-vocational guidelines.
He did not ignore these findings.

On the record as a whole, the Secretary's decision is
appropriately support ed.

AFFI RVED.



