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

No. 01-60334
Summary Cal endar

RETHA J. HARRELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JO ANNE B. BARNHART, COWM SSI ONER
OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(4:99-CV-135-LG

Decenber 17, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, AND BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Retha J. Harrell appeals the district
court’s dismssal of her 42 U S. C. § 405(g) | awsuit seeking review
of the denial of disability benefits and supplenental security
i ncone. Harrell argues that the decision issued by the
Adm ni strative Law Judge (ALJ) was contrary to the weight of the
| aw and evi dence and that the ALJ applied the wong | egal standards
in determning that Harrell was not fully credible regarding her

subj ective conpl aints.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



Qur review of the ALJ's decision “is limted to determ ning
whet her that decision is supported by substantial evidence and
whet her the proper legal standards were applied.” Ripley v.
Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 555 (5th Gr. 1995). A finding of no
substanti al evidence is appropriate only if no credi ble evidentiary

choices or nedical findings support the decision. Johnson v.

Bowen, 864 F.2d 340, 343-44 (5th Cr. 1988).
The ALJ considered all of the evidence presented at the

adm nistrative hearing as well as all of Harrell’s nmedical records

and subjective conplaints. The ALJ determ ned that although
Harrell had severe i npairnents, she was still capabl e of perform ng
substantial gainful activity. These findings are supported by

substanti al evi dence. See Johnson, 864 F.2d at 343-4A4.

Furthernore, the ALJ has primary responsibility for assessing
the credibility of the claimant’s subjective conplaints. See

Harrell v. Bowen, 862 F.2d 471, 480 (5th Cr. 1988). In this

matter, the ALJ properly considered Harrell’s subjective conplaints
and determned that the objective nedical evidence and her
testinony regarding her daily activities were inconsistent with her
subj ective conplaints. It was within the ALJ' s discretion to nake

such determnation. See Giego v. Sullivan, 940 F. 2d 942, 945 (5th

Cr. 1991).
Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.



