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

No. 99-50934
Summary Cal endar

ROSEMARY PANTQJA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL
Comm ssi oner of Social Security,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-98-CV-214-HG

July 13, 2000
Before JOLLY, JONES, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rosemary Pant oj a appeal s t he nagi strate judge’ s final judgnent
affirmng the Social Security Conmm ssioner’s denial of disability
i nsurance benefits.! Pantoja argues (1) that she suffers from a
medi cal condition equal to an inpairnment listed in Appendix 1 of
the regulations, (2) that the Conm ssioner erred in determ ning

that her subjective conplaints of pain were credible only to the

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 CR R 47.5. 4.

1'n the district court, both parties consented to proceedi ngs
before a magi strate judge.



extent that they were conpatible with her ability to perform a
limted range of light and sedentary work, (3) that the
Comm ssioner failed to carry its burden of showng that there are
a significant nunber of jobs in the national econony that she could
performagai nfully, and (4) that the Conm ssioner’s decision failed
to list her specific nonexertional work limtations.?

Pantoja’'s first argunent—that she suffers from a nedica
condition which neets or equals a listed inpairnent—is

i nadequately briefed and therefore waived. See Yohey v. Collins,

985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993). After reviewing Pantoja’s
remai ni ng argunents and the record, we hold that the Comm ssioner’s
decision is supported by substantial evidence and is based on the

proper | egal standards. See Ripley v. Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 555

(5th Gr. 1995). Accordingly, the nmgistrate judge's final
judgnent is

AFFI RMED

3In her statenment of the issue, Pantoja states that the issues
on appeal include “[w hether the Comm ssioner properly found that
[ she] could perform her past relevant work . . . 8 W sely,
Pantoja does not attenpt to brief this issue in the body of her
brief. The statenent is flatly contradicted by the record. I n
concluding that Pantoja was not disabled, the Conmm ssioner
determ ned that, although Pantoja could not perform her past
relevant work, she was capable of other substantial gainful
activity.



