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Before JONES, SMITH, and EMILIO M. GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:”
Freddie C. Gaddis apped sthe Railroad Retirement Board’ s (the“Board”) denia of hisclam

for benefits under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act (“RUIA”), 45 U.S.C. 88 351 et seq.

Pursuant to 5™ CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined that this opinion should not be
published and is not precedent except under the limited circumstances set forthin 5™ CIR. R. 47.5.4.



Gaddisworked for arailroad employer in 1977 and 1978. While working for the railroad company,
hesuffered aninjury which ultimately forced himto quit. Allegedly suffering fromtheresidua effects
of hisearlier injury, Gaddisfiled an application for benefitsunder RUIA, claming aninability to work
dueto sicknessfor the period beginning on April 1, 2000. He then amended his claim so asto apply
for unemployment benefits dating back to September 20, 1996. A hearings officer denied Gaddis' s
claim because he lacked sufficient railroad wages in the year preceding his alleged disability in order
to quaify for benefitsunder the statute. Gaddis appealed thisdecisionto the Board. The Board then
unanimousdly affirmed the decision of the hearings officer rejecting Gaddis' s benefits claim.

Gaddis now appealsthe Board' s decision denying his clam. We have jurisdiction to review
decisions of the Board pursuant to 45 U.S.C. § 231g. Under that provision, “adecision of the Board
should not be set aside on judicial review if it is supported by substantial evidence in therecord, and
was not based on an error of law.” Fingar v. U.S. RR. Retirement Bd., 402 F.2d 544, 547 (5" Cir.
1968); 45 U.S.C. § 355(f).

The Board concluded that Gaddis was not a “qualified employee” within the meaning of
RUIA because he did not receive sufficient compensation from a railroad company during the
previous year in order to qualify for benefits. RUIA providesthat “[b]enefits shall be payable to any
qualified employee for each day of unemployment . . ..” 45 U.S.C. § 352(a). An employeeisa
“qualified employee’ if the Board findsthat “his compensation with respect to the base year will have
been not less than 2.5 times the monthly compensation base for monthsin such baseyear. . ..” 45
U.S.C. §353. Thebaseyear isthe calendar year immediately preceding the beginning of the year in
which the employeeisseeking benefits. 45U.S.C. § 351(n). Thus, in order to receive benefits under

RUIA, the claimant must have a sufficient amount of income from a railroad position in the year
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immediately proceeding his benefits clam.

Gaddisassertsthat heisclaming benefitsfrom September 20, 1996. Under RUIA, therefore,
he must have sufficient railroad compensationin 1995 in order to receive benefits. Gaddisadmitsthat
he has not worked for a railroad since his injury in 1977 and that he did not receive any railroad
compensationin 1995. Instead, he argues that he is entitled to sickness benefits because his current
disability isthe result of residual problems from an injury he sustained while working in the railroad
industry. The RUIA, however, focuses solely on whether the claimant received compensation in the
year immediately preceding his or her benefit claim in an attempt to partially replace some of an
individud’ s railroad earnings lost due to sickness or unemployment. See 20 C.F.R. § 340.10(c)(1).
Here, Gaddis is seeking replacement of non-railroad earnings as aresult of an injury incurred years
earlier while working for a railroad employer. RUIA was not intended to address these types of
claims.

The Board’ s decision is based upon substantial evidence and is not based upon an error of

law. For the foregoing reasons, the Board's decision is AFFIRMED.



