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PER CURI AM *

Bl anca S. Ochoa has appeal ed the nagi strate judge’ s judgnent
affirmng the decision of the Conm ssioner of Social Security
denyi ng her application for Supplenental Security Inconme. In
review ng the Conm ssioner’s decision to deny benefits, this
court determ nes whether the decision is supported by substanti al
evi dence and whet her proper |egal standards were applied in

eval uating the evidence. Brown v. Apfel, 192 F.3d 492, 496 (5th

Cir. 1999). Substantial evidence is “such relevant evidence as a

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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reasonable m nd m ght accept as adequate to support a
conclusion.” 1[1d. (internal quotation marks omtted).

Cchoa contends that the ALJ failed to obtain and consi der
records fromone of her treating physicians. Because Ochoa was

not prejudiced, there was no reversible error. See Kane V.

Heckler, 731 F.2d 1216, 1220 (5th G r. 1984).

Cchoa contends that the ALJ erred in giving nore weight to
the opinion of Dr. Robert L. Jones than to that of another
consul ting physician, Dr. Salvador P. Baylan. Under the
substanti al -evi dence standard, this court “wll not re-weigh the
evidence, try the questions de novo, or substitute [its] judgnent
for the Comm ssioner’s, even if . . . the evidence wei ghs agai nst

the Comm ssioner’s decision.” Masterson v. Barnhart, 309 F.3d

267, 272 (5th CGr. 2002). “In short, conflicts in the evidence
are for the Comm ssioner and not the courts to resolve.” |d.
(internal quotation marks and brackets omtted). It was not
unreasonabl e for the ALJ to give nore weight to Dr. Jones’s

opi nion. See Brown, 192 F.3d at 496; see also More v. Sullivan,

919 F.2d 901, 904 (5th Cr. 1990).

Ochoa contends that the Conm ssioner’s decision is not
supported by substantial evidence. Ochoa argues only that the
deci sion was based on Dr. Jones’s opinion, which she contends is
at odds with Dr. Baylan’s opinion and the opinions of her
treating physicians. Again, Ochoa’ s argunent denonstrates only

that there was a conflict in the evidence. Such a conflict is
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not sufficient for reversal under the substantial -evi dence
st andar d. See Brown, 192 F.3d at 496. The Conmmi ssioner’s
decision is

AFFI RVED.



