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Tyree W Brown appeals the district court’s judgnment that
affirnmed the decision of the Comm ssioner of Social Security
denying disability benefits. Brown does not assert that the
Commi ssioner applied incorrect |egal standards or that the record
| acks substantial evidence to support the Comm ssioner’s decision
to deny benefits. Brown does not chall enge any specific finding

by the Adm nistrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) concerning his ail nents,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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his credibility, his residual functional capacity, or his ability
to perform work.

Qur reviewis limted to determ ni ng whet her the
Comm ssi oner applied the proper |egal standards and whet her the
decision is supported by substantial evidence on the record as a

whole. Anthony v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 292 (5th Gr. 1992).

Substanti al evidence is such rel evant evidence as a reasonabl e
m nd m ght accept as adequate to support a conclusion. Villa v.
Sullivan, 895 F.2d 1019, 1021-22 (5th Gr. 1990). W may not

rewei gh the evidence or try the issues de novo. [|d. at 1022.

The record shows that the ALJ applied the proper |egal standards
and that the Conm ssioner’s decision is supported by substanti al
evi dence. Anthony, 954 F.2d at 292.

Brown asserts that on October 17, 2000, he satisfied the
criteria for alisted nental inpairnent. The record is devoid of
evidence that Brown net a |listed nental inpairnent.

Brown contends that the ALJ erred when he considered the
report of clinical psychologist J.D. Matherne. Brown argues that
his ailnments are psychiatric in nature and that Matherne was
acting beyond the scope of his area of expertise.

A cl ai mant nust establish nedical evidence of a nedical
i npai rment through reports of clinical signs, synptons and/ or
| aboratory or psychological test findings. 20 CF.R Pt. 220,
App. 1, § 12.00B. Such docunentation nmay be obtai ned from

eval uations nmade by a psychiatrist or a psychologist. Id.
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Brown contends that the Appeals Council erred when it
determ ned that additional nedical evidence submtted by Brown
did not provide grounds for a reversal of the ALJ's deci sion.
Brown does not explain how these reports substantiate his clains
that he suffered froma disability during the pertinent period.
A review of the reports does not provide any support for Brown’s
clains. Brown has not shown error in the Appeals Council’s
concl usi on.

Brown argues that he is entitled to retroactive benefits
because the Comm ssioner subsequently found hi mdi sabl ed based on
evi dence that was the sane as or simlar to the evidence that
Brown provided with his previous disability application. Brown
does not offer any evidence that the current disability did not
result fromdeterioration of a condition that was not previously

di sabling. Leqggett v. Chater, 67 F.3d 558, 567 (5th CGr. 1995).

The record does not include any docunentation concerning the
reason for the subsequent grant of benefits, and Brown’s brief is
devoid of any such information. Accordingly, the judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



