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PER CURI AM *

Appel l ant Creola Thonmas has apparently filed several
applications for social security disability benefits. In her nost
recent application, filed October 1, 1991, she alleged that she
suffers fromdi sabling seizures, hypertension, henorrhoids, pain,
ul cers, anxiety, headaches and limted intellectual functioning.

The ALJ, affirmed by the appeals council, concluded that her

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that 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
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



conpl ai nts of pain were not substantiated by her objective nedi cal
synptons, declined to consider nedical evidence relevant to
previ ous unsuccessful applications for benefits, and found M.
Thomas capable of sedentary enploynent. From the denial of
benefits, she appeal ed unsuccessfully to the district court and now
to this court. Finding no error, we affirm

Ms. Thomas's legal and evidentiary points on appeal are
straightforward and readily refuted.

1. Thomas contends that the ALJ should have decided
that her limted intellectual abilities neet or equal one of the
listed inpairnments. This is incorrect for at |east two reasons.
First, she alleged nental Iimtations as a basis for her previous
application, and the ALJ properly determned that the earlier

deni al of benefits constituted adm nistrative res judicata. Muse

v. Sullivan, 925 F.2d 785, 787, n.1 (5th Cr. 1991). Second, Dr.

Kut z' s psychi atric/ psychol ogi cal examfurni shed no strong evi dence
of nmental inpairnents. On the contrary, he believed she m ght be
mani pul ati ng the tests.

2. Thomas asserts that the ALJ did not consider her
mental inpairnments taken together with her additional clained
i npai rment s. Her evidence, however, is solely subjective in
nat ure. None of the doctors who exam ned Ms. Thomas found her
di sabl ed. Her seizures and hi gh bl ood pressure can be controlled
by nmedi cation. There was reason to believe that her conplaints of
disabling pain are inconsistent wth her objective nedical

condi ti on. Al t hough the ALJ's decision is briefer than in many



cases, it is evident that he weighed both the exertional and non-
exertional clains asserted by Thonas.

3. Thomas asserts that the ALJ's reliance on the grids
in finding her not disabled was erroneous. This is incorrect.
Because the ALJ properly found that Thomas's non-exertional
conpl aints were not supported by the record to the extent all eged,
he was not required to consider their effect on her ability to
wor K.

In sum the ALJ properly considered all of the rel evant
evi dence, fornul ated concl usions that are supported by substanti al
evi dence, and applied the applicable | egal guidelines. There is no
basis on which to reverse his decision

AFFI RVED.



