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Before HI GG NBOTHAM DUHE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Thomas Moore appeals the district court’s grant of sunmary
judgnent in favor of the Comm ssioner affirmng the denial of

Moore’s application for disability insurance benefits. W affirm

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 | awinposes needl ess expense on
the public and burdens on the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rule, the Court has determned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.



The ALJ rejected Appellant’s claimat the fifth step of the
wel | - known sequenti al process (the inpairnent prevents the clai mant
from doi ng any other substantial gainful work which exists in the

national econony). 42 U S. C. 8 432(d)(2)(A); Selders v. Sullivan,

914 F.2d 614, 618 (5th G r. 1990). The ALJ found that Mbore
retai ned the residual functional capacity to perform nmedi um worKk.
Moore argues that the ALJ' s conclusion is in conflict with the
finding that Moore could not stand or wal k nore than four hours per
day. Moore relies on Social Security Ruling 83-10, the “Vocati onal
Expert’s Handbook” published by the Departnent of Labor, which
states that “a full range of nedium work requires standing or
wal ki ng, off and on, for a total of approximately six hours in an

ei ght hour day. We construe this as a contention that the
record does not contain substantial evidence supporting the
deci si on.

The flaw in Appellant’s argunent is that the ALJ did not find
that Moore could performa full range of nedi um work. He found
that More could perform nmedium work subject to the specific
limtation that he stand or wal k no nore than four hours per day,
limted to one hour at atinme. The vocational expert was presented
with a hypothetical question describing precisely all of Myore’s
limtations and he testified that WMwore could perform as a
production |i ne wel der, production worker, food preparer, assenbler
in any industry, or a marker in any industry, and that these

positions existed “by the many thousands” in the national econony,

but were “limted to the hundreds per job” in the regi onal econony.



Since Mbore does not challenge the ALJ)'s findings relating to his
limtations, the ALJ was correct in relying on the expert’s
testinony that, subject to those specific limtations, More was
capabl e of performng relevant work available in the workpl ace.

AFF| RMED.



