UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-5728
Summary Cal endar

| RA JOE WELCH
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
DONNA SHALALA, Secretary of Health and Human Servi ces,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
SA 91 CA 609

) June 15, 1993
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Appel lant applied for disability insurance benefits. An
Adm ni strative Law Judge determ ned that he was not disabled and
deni ed benefits. The Appeals Council twice denied review
Appellant then petitioned the district court for review The
Magi strate Judge nmade a Report and Recommendation that the
Secretary's decision be affirmed. The district court adopted those
recommendati ons and Appell ant appealed. W affirm

Qur task is to determine fromthe entire record whet her the

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



Secretary applied the proper |egal standards, and whether his

decision is supported by substantial evidence. Ant hony V.

Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Gr. 1992). Substantial evidence
is nmore than a scintilla but |ess than a preponderance. Anderson

v. Sullivan, 887 F.2d 630, 633 (5th Cr. 1989). C ai mant nust

prove his disability. Cook v. Heckler, 750 F.2d 391, 393 (5th Cr

1985). Disability is defined in the Act.

The ALJ applied the well-known five-step process and concl uded
t hat Appellant could do sedentary work and that jobs for which he
is suited exist in significant nunbers in the national econony. W
shal | not here recount the evidence, but our review of the record
convinces us that the ALJ was correct at each step. He relied on
obj ective nedi cal facts, the di agnoses and opi nions of treating and
exam ning physicians, the opinion of qualified vocationa
rehabilitation experts, Appellant's subjective evidence of pain and
disability, and Appellant's age, education and work history. De
Paepe v. Richardson, 464 F.2d 92, 94 (5th Cr. 1972). Qur review

of the evidence shows that the Secretary's decision is supported by
substanti al evidence.

AFFI RVED.



