UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 97-30407
Summary Cal endar

CHARLOTTE T. LI TTLE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
KENNETH S. APFEL, COWMM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Louisiana

(96-CV-267-T)
February 19, 1998

Bef ore W SDOM DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charlotte Little applied for disability benefits in 1989 on
the basis of a back injury she suffered in 1980 while working as a
licensed practical nurse. The admnistrative |aw judge (ALJ)
denied her application after concluding that Little was not

di sabled within the nmeaning of the Social Security Act.? Upon

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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

242 U S.C. § 1381 et seq.



further review, both the nagistrate judge and the district court
affirmed the ALJ's findings. Little now appeals the district
court’s grant of sunmary judgnent in favor of the Conm ssioner.

We review the denial of disability benefits only to discern
whet her the ALJ applied the correct |egal standards, and whet her
the decision is supported by substantial evidence on the record as
a whole.® Although we review the entire record, we may not re-
wei gh the evidence or substitute our judgnent for the AL) s.*

The ALJ enploys a five-step analysis to determ ne whether a
claimant is disabled.®> At step 1, a clainmant nust not be working
or engaging in substantial gainful activity. At step 2, a clai mant
is not disabled if he or she does not have a severe inpairnent. At
step 3, a claimant is considered disabled if his or her severe
i npai rment neets or equals an inpairnent listed in Appendi x One of
the regul ations. At step 4, a claimant will be considered not
disabled if he can perform past relevant work. At step 5, if the
cl ai mant cannot performpast rel evant work, other factors, such as
post-work experience and residual functional capacity, are
considered to determne if work found in the national econony can
be performed, in which case the claimant 1is considered not

di sabl ed.

3 Orphey v. Sec. of Health and Human Servi ces, 962 F.2d 384,
386 (5th Cr. 1992).

4 Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 211 (5th Cir. 1994).
> 20 CF. R 8 404.1520 (1997).
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In the case at bar, the ALJ concluded that Little was not
di sabled at step 5. W have thoroughly reviewed the record, and
have determ ned that the ALJ applied the correct | egal standards en
route to reaching a conclusion that is supported by substanti al
evidence. Even though the ALJ heard testinony that mlitated in
favor of a finding that Little was disabled, it was within the
ALJ's province to weigh the credibility of conpeting wtnesses.?®
The ALJ is entitled to nake any finding that is supported by
substanti al evidence, regardl ess of whether other conclusions are
al so permssible.” The ALJ's decision in this case reflects his
skepticismof Little s credibility; such skepticismis supported by
substanti al evi dence.

AFFI RVED.

6 See Paul at 211.
" See Arkansas v. klahoma, 503 U.S. 91 (1992).
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