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

No. 02-50565
Summary Cal endar

SALLY BARNES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JO ANNE B. BARNHART, COWM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas

( SA- 01- CV- 613)

Jahuar& é,-2603
Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Sally Barnes appeals the district court’s
affirmance of the Social Security Comm ssioner’s decision to deny
her disability insurance benefits under the Social Security Act.

Barnes contends that the Conm ssioner’s decision was not
supported by “substantial evidence”; specifically, that the
Adm ni strative Law Judge (“ALJ”) erred in determning that her
i npai rments did not neet or equal the listing at 11.14, 20 C F. R,
Appendi x 1, Subpart P, Regul ations No. 4 (Pt. 404), for “peripheral

neuropathies.” That listing requires a show ng of “[s]ignificant

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 |imted circunstances set forth in 5TH GR
R 47.5. 4.



and persistent disorganization of nmotor function in two
extremties.” The isolated reference by one treating physician to
the need for surgery for cubital tunnel syndrone in “both arns” was
not sufficient to showthe severity required by the regulation for
Barnes’s right armand hand. Barnes failed to sustain her burden
of proof with respect to this step of the Comm ssioner’s five-step

sequential analysis. See Sullivan v. Zebley, 493 U S. 521, 531-32

(1993); McQueen v. Apfel, 168 F.3d 152, 154 (5th Cir. 1999).

For the first time on appeal, Barnes conclusionally asserts
that the ALJ failed to address, at the fifth step of sequentia
anal ysis, whether she could mintain “proffered alternative
enploynent.” W do not ordinarily review issues raised for the

first tinme on appeal. Chanbliss v. Mssanari, 269 F.2d 520, 523

(5th Gr. 2001). “I'n exceptional circunstances, we may, in the

interests of the justice, review an issue that was not raised in

the district court.” Ki nash v. Call ahan, 129 F.3d 736, 738 n. 10
(5th Cr. 1997). Barnes has not established “exceptiona
circunstances”; i1 ndeed, she has not even countered the alternative

j obs proffered by the vocational expert with proof that she cannot

in fact performor maintain such jobs. See Boyd v. Apfel, 239 F. 3d
698, 705 (5th Cir. 2001).
The decision of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



