UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-60504
Summary Cal endar

MELVI N HORNE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

DONNA SHALALA, Secretary, United States
Departnent of Health and Human Servi ces,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(4:93-CV-91- LN

] (March 2, 1995)
Bef ore DUHE, W ENER, and STEWART, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Horne appeals the district court's affirmance of the
Secretary's denial of his claim for social security disability
benefits. W affirm

Enmpl oying the usual five-step process, the Secretary
determned that, although Horne suffered a severe physical
inpairnment, he remained able to perform certain of his past
rel evant work and was, therefore, not disabled. Horne clains this

decision is not supported by substantial evidence as to his

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



inpairment to performroutine repetitive tasks; as to his ability
to performcertain jobs; and the availability of those jobs to him
He al so mai ntains that the Secretary's decision that his conplaints
of pain are not adequately supported by substantial objective
medi cal evidence i s erroneous.

Qur reviewis limted to determ ning whether the record as a
whole shows that the Secretary's decision is supported by
substanti al evidence and whether the Secretary applied the proper

| egal standards. Anthony v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Cr

1992). We do not reweigh the evidence nor try the i ssues de novo,
as conflicts in the evidence are for the Secretary and not for the

courts to resolve. Selders v. Sullivan, 914 F.2d 614, 617 (5th

Cr. 1990).

We wi Il not recount the evidence here. Qur exam nation of the
record, however, convinces us that the Secretary's decisionis nore
t han adequately supported by substantial evidence. Sone of that
evidence is conflicting, but, as noted, the resolution of those
conflicts is not this court's function. It is clear that the
medi cal evi dence does support a finding that Appellant's physical
i npai rment does not prevent himfromreturning to his past rel evant
work as a debit insurance agent or an i nsurance agency supervisor.
The evi dence shows that he retains the residual functional capacity
to performa full range of light to sedentary work activities on a
sust ai ned basi s. Li kewi se, although there is objective nedica
evi dence establishing a severe physical inpairnent, the evidence

supports a conclusion that Appellant could not reasonably be



expected to experience totally disabling pain due to this

inpairment. |In fact, there is no evidence that his pain would be

significantly precipitated or aggravated by |light work activity.
AFFI RVED.



