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

No. 98-60665
Summary Cal endar

M LTON MORRI S,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COWM SS|I ONER
OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(97- CV- 141- BRS)

Oct ober 14, 1999
Before POLI TZ, WENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant MIton Morris appeal s the district court’s
judgnment affirm ng the Comm ssioner of Social Security’'s denial of
disability benefits. Morris contends that the Adm nistrative Law
Judge (ALJ) did not apply the proper |egal standards in eval uating
his claim Specifically, Mrris asserts that the ALJ erred in
finding that he was not disabled w thout considering or referring
to lay testinony that corroborated a “retrospective” diagnosis of

post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD)

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



There is no nedical opinion that Mrris’ s inpairnment rel ates
back to the insured period. Thus, there has been no “retrospective

di agnosis.” See Estok v. Apfel, 152 F. 3d 636, 638 (7th Cr. 1998)

(defining the term*“retrospective diagnosis”). As there is thus no
retrospective diagnosis to corroborate, the ALJ did not err in

declining to consider the lay testinony. Cf. Likes v. Callahan,

112 F.3d 189 (5th Gr. 1997) (holding that lay testinmony was
relevant to corroborate retrospective diagnosis of PTSD)

Morris also argues that the ALJ failed to consult a nedica
advi sor, pursuant to Social Security Ruling (SSR) 83-20, fromwhich
to infer the onset date of his disability. Mrris did not raise
this issue before Appeals Council and did not produce any nedi cal
evi dence or opinion fromwhich an onset date of disability during
the relevant period could have been inferred. Thus, SSR 83-20 is
i napplicable, and the ALJ was not required to consult a nedica
advi sor. See SSR 83-20.

Havi ng reviewed the entire record, we find that the decision
is supported by substantial evidence and that the proper |ega

standards were used in evaluating the evidence. See Ant hony V.

Sul livan, 954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Gir. 1992): 42 U.S.C. § 405(qg).
AFFI RVED.



