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

No. 95-60578
Summary Cal endar

GLYNN WALLACE

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COWMM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp

USDC No. 3:97-CV-339

o J-ul-y 7, 1999
Bef ore W ENER, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

d ynn WAl |l ace appeals fromthe dism ssal of his conplaint

seeki ng social security disability and supplenental security
i ncone benefits. Willace, who is represented by counsel,
contends that the admnistrative |aw judge (ALJ) erred by failing
to call a vocational expert to testify before finding that he was
able to performsedentary work. \WaAllace asserts that a
vocati onal expert is a necessity once an ALJ finds that a
claimant may not return to his past relevant work. Wall ace
contends that the ALJ erred by finding his testinony about pain

not credible. He alleges that he suffered froma conbi nati on of

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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i npai rments that he does not specify. He argues that there was
no evidence of a |lack of veracity on his part, as he believes is
requi red before an ALJ may reject a claimant’s credibility. He
argues, w thout el aboration, that the ALJ erred by making his
deci sion solely on the nedical -vocati onal guidelines contained in
the social security regul ations and he suggests that the ALJ
failed to carry his burden of showi ng that there was work
existing in Mssissippi that Wall ace could perform

Wal | ace did not exhaust his adm nistrative renedies
regardi ng whet her the testinony of a vocational expert was
necessary and whether the AL)' s credibility findings were
erroneous, as he did not raise those contentions before the
Appeal s Council. Equitable concerns do not persuade us to
exam ne those issues. Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 210 (5th
Cir. 1994).

Wal | ace provides no | egal argunents to support his
assertions that the ALJ erred by making his decision solely on
t he nedi cal -vocati onal guidelines contained in the soci al
security regulations and that the ALJ failed to carry his burden
of show ng that there was work existing in Mssissippi that
Wal | ace could perform He has failed to brief those issues for
appeal. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813
F.2d 744, 748 (5th CGr. 1987).

Wal | ace’ s appeal is without arguable nerit and is frivol ous.
Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because it
is frivolous, the appeal is dism ssed.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. 5TH QR R 42. 2.



