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

No. 97-50793
Summary Cal endar

G LBERTO RODRI GUEZ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COWM SS|I ONER
OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court

for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-96-CV-1058

August 28, 1998
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Glberto Rodriguez appeals from a judgnent affirmng the
deci si on of the Comm ssioner of Social Security denying Rodriguez’s
claim for disability insurance benefits. He argues that the
adm nistrative | aw judge (ALJ) did not consider all of Rodriguez’s
i npai rments or their conbined effect and that the ALJ' s deci sion
was not supported by substantial evidence in the record. He

further argues that the ALJ erred in relying on the nedical-

vocational guidelines wthout eliciting testinony fromthe

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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vocati onal expert present at the hearing.

Qur review of the record reveals that the ALJ considered al
of Rodriguez’s inpairnents, including their conbined effect, and
that the ALJ' s determ nation that Rodri guez coul d performsedentary

wor k was supported by substantial evidence. See Legget v. Chater,

67 F.3d 558, 564 (5th Cr. 1995). Rodriguez’'s ability to perform
sedentary work, his age, his education, and his work experience
matched the criteria set forth in the nedical-vocationa

gui delines, see 20 CF. R Pt. 404, Subpt. P., App. 2, Table 1, Rule
201.19, and the ALJ did not err in relying on the guidelines

W t hout consideration of the vocational expert. See Scott .

Shalala, 30 F.3d 33, 34 (5th Gr. 1994).
AFFI RVED.



