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

No. 98-11130
Summary Cal endar

MANUEL V. PEREZ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COW SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas

USDC No. 1:98-CV-108C

July 7, 1999

Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Manuel Perez appeals the district court’s judgnent for the
Comm ssioner in his action pursuant to 42 U S C 8 405(g) for
review of the Adm nistrative Law Judge’s (“ALJ”) deci sion denying
his request for Disability Insurance Benefits and Suppl enental
Security Incone. W review the Conm ssioner’s decision to
det erm ne whet her the decisionis supported by substantial evidence
inthe record and whet her the Comm ssi oner applied the proper |egal

standards in evaluating the evidence. VMllav. Sullivan, 895 F. 2d

1019, 1021 (5th G r. 1990).

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



Perez contends that the ALJ failed to consider portions of Dr.
W Joe Bray’s post-hearing consultative report dealing wth Perez’s
inpaired ability to reach, push, or pull. It is, however, unclear
what weight Dr. Bray attached to these |imtations. Nowhere does
his report state that Perez's ability to perform light work was
conprom sed by these limtations, and the report contains no
obj ective evidence indicating that these limtations were severe.
Furthernore, as the ALJ noted, Perez’'s subjective conplaints of
pain were not consistent with the objective nedical evidence.
Finally, no physician pronounced Perez disabled or unable to
perform | ight work activity. Substanti al evidence supports the
ALJ’ s determ nation that Perez was not di sabled, and no reversible
error has been shown.

Perez also conplains that the ALJ' s questions to the
vocati onal expert at the hearing did not include any reference to
the above I|imtations, and the ALJ failed to submt any
suppl enent al questions to the vocati onal expert after receiving Dr.
Bray’ s post-hearing report. Because Perez has not exhausted his
admnistrative renedies with respect to this claim this court

| acks jurisdiction toreviewit. See Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208,

210 (5th Gir. 1994).
AFFI RVED.



