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

No. 98-60147
Summary Cal endar

SUZANNE WALKER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, Commi ssi oner
of Social Security,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 3:96-CV-206-BS

April 15, 1999
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Suzanne Wal ker appeals from the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the denial of her application for disability insurance
benefits. She argues that substantial evidence did not exist to
support the finding that she was not disabled, that the
admnistrative law judge erred by failing to conply with Soci al
Security Ruling 96-8p, and that the adm nistrative | awjudge fail ed
to provide a rationale for the <conclusions reached in the

psychiatric review technique form The admnistrative |aw judge

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 CR R 47.5. 4.



applied the proper | egal standard in eval uating Wal ker’ s disability
claim and the decision that Wal ker was not disabled is supported

by substantial evidence on the record as a whole. See Mise v.

Sullivan, 925 F.2d 785, 789 (5th G r. 1991); Anthony v. Sullivan,

954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Cr. 1992). This court |acks jurisdiction
to review Wal ker’s clains that the admnistrative | aw judge failed
to conply with Social Security Ruling 96-8p and failed to provide
a rationale for the conclusions reached in the psychiatric review
techni que form because these issues were not raised before the

Appeal s Council. See Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 210 (5th Gr.

1994). Finally, the court did not consider Wal ker’s clai mthat the
determ nation that alternate jobs existed in significant nunbers in
both the local and national economes was not supported by
substantial evidence because the issue was raised for the first

time in Walker’s reply brief. See United States v. Prince, 868

F.2d 1379, 1386 (5th G r. 1989). Accordingly, the judgnent of the
district court is

AFFI RMED



