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

No. 99-51083

Summary Cal endar

VI CKI E CRGCSS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL, COWM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-98-CV-750- SS

June 29, 2000

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Vickie Cross appeals the Comm ssioner's denial of Social
Security disability benefits. The adm nistrative | awjudge ("ALJ")
found that Cross was not entitled to benefits, and the Appeals
Counci | deni ed Cross' request for review, nmaking the ALJ's deci sion
the final decision of the Conm ssioner. Cross sought judici al
review, and the parties consented to try the case before a
magi strate judge, who affirned the Conm ssioner's decision to deny

benefits.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determn ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Cross argues that she has been unabl e to work since August 13,
1993, due to nultiple chem cal sensitivity disorder and
psychol ogi cal inpairnment. She maintains that the magistrate judge
erred in affirmng the Conmm ssioner's decision that Cross is not
entitled to disability benefits because she is able to performpast
rel evant work. Specifically, Cross asserts that the ALJ
di sregarded evidence that she is unable to work because of her
sensitivity to chemcals in the any workplace where her past
rel evant work coul d be perforned.

We review the Comm ssioner's denial of benefits to determ ne
whether it is supported by substantial evidence and the proper
| egal standards were used to evaluate the evidence. See Falco v.
Shal ala, 27 F. 3d 160, 162 (5th Cr. 1994). Substantial evidence is
nmore than a scintilla and | ess than a preponderance, relevant and
sufficient for a reasonable mnd to accept as adequate to support
the conclusion. See id. W may not rewei gh the evidence but nust
examne the record to determi ne whether substantial evidence
supports the Conm ssioner's decision. See Bowing v. Shalala, 36
F.3d 431, 434 (5th Gr. 1995).

In determning whether an individual 1is disabled, the
Comm ssioner uses a five-step sequential evaluation, considering
whether: (1) the individual is working presently, (2) the
i ndi vidual has a severe inpairnent, (3) theinpairnment islistedin
or equivalent to an inpairnent listed in the appendix to the
regul ations, (4) the inpairnment prevents her from perform ng past

relevant work, and (5) the individual can perform substanti al



gai nful enploynent available in the national econony. See
Greenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 236 (5th Gr. 1994). The
cl ai mant bears the burden of proof on the first four steps, and if
she of fers such proof, the governnent bears the burden of proof on
the final step. See id. An unfavorable finding on any of the five
steps ends the anal ysis against the claimant. See id.

The ALJ foll owed these steps in reaching his conclusion, and
we agree that there was substantial evidence to support the ALJ's
decision. There was expert nedical and vocational evidence from
whi ch the ALJ coul d reasonably concl ude that Cross' sensitivity to
chem cal s was not severe and woul d not prevent her from performng
past rel evant work. There was expert nedical testinony that tests
of Cross' physical condition did not substantiate her conpl aints.
A vocational expert testified that Cross could work in an office
envi ronnent . Finally, there was expert nedical testinony and
medi cal reports which showed that, although Cross suffers
psychol ogi cal inpairnments, her nental condition is not severe
enough to prevent her fromworking. The ALJ's decision shows that
he di d not disregard evidence that Cross believed woul d support her
contentions, as Cross asserts.

Since the ALJ's decision conports with the relevant |ega
standards and is supported by substantial evidence, we affirmthe
deni al of benefits.

AFF| RMED.



