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PER CURI AM *

Versie W VWaite, Jr., appeals the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the decision of the Conm ssioner of Social Security
that he is not disabled within the neaning of the Social Security
Act. Wiite contends that his seizure disorder and inpairnents to
his right hand, arm and shoul der render himdisabled. Wite also
asserts that the Adm nistrative Law Judge (ALJ) erred in failing

to obtain additional nedical expert evidence regarding his

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 04-30760
-2

limtations and in finding that a significant nunber of jobs that
White can performexist in the national and | ocal econom es.

This court’s review of the Conm ssioner’s decision is
limted to determ ni ng whet her substantial evidence in the record
supports the decision and whether the Conm ssioner applied the

proper |egal standards. Geenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 236

(5th Gr. 1994). The ALJ reviewed the testinony as well as
numer ous nedi cal records regarding M. Wiite' s conditions. The
ALJ al so had the benefit of two exam nations by orthopedic
surgeons regarding M. Wite's physical limtations and a
residual functional capacity assessnent.

The evi dence supports the ALJ's decision that neither M.
White's seizure disorder nor the condition of his arm wist and
shoul der equals any listed inpairnents. In addition, the record
was sufficiently devel oped and, therefore, the ALJ was not
required to obtain additional nedical expert testinony. See Ford

V. Secretary of Health & Human Servs., 659 F.2d 66, 69 (5th Gr

1981). Finally, the ALJ’s conclusion regardi ng avail abl e jobs
wthin M. Wiite’'s abilities was supported by the record.
For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



