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Shelia R Beaunont filed a conplaint seeking review
of a final decision of the Conm ssioner of Social Security
(“the Comm ssioner”) denying her application for Suppl enental
Security Incone benefits. See 42 U . S.C. § 405(g). After the
Commi ssi oner answer ed Beaunont’s conpl aint, the Comm ssi oner
moved the district court to reverse the agency’s decision and

to remand the matter for further adm nistrative proceedi ngs.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The district court granted the notion and renmanded the matter
pursuant to the fourth sentence of 42 U S.C. 8§ 405(Q).

The fourth sentence of 42 U S.C. 8§ 405(g) provides that
“[t]he [district] court shall have power to enter, upon the
pl eadi ngs and transcript of the record, a judgnent affirm ng,
nmodi fyi ng, or reversing the decision of the Conm ssioner of
Social Security, with or without remandi ng the cause for a
rehearing.” 42 U S. C 8§ 405(g). Beaunont argues that there
is no basis for a remand and that she is entitled to an award
of benefits because she neets the requirenents for |listed
i npai rments pursuant to 20 CF. R Pt. 404, Subpt. P, App. 1
88 12.05(C) and (D). The Conmi ssioner argues that the record
contain inconsistencies and conflicts which require further
adm ni strative review

After an exam nation of the record, we agree with the
Commi ssioner that the record contains inconsistencies and
unresol ved i ssues that preclude an i mmedi ate award of benefits.
“Conflicts in the evidence are for the [ Comm ssioner] and not the

courts to resolve.” Newton v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448, 452 (5th Cr.

2000). Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court reversing
t he Comm ssioner’s decision and remandi ng the matter for further
adm nistrative proceedings is AFFIRVED. W deemit unnecessary
to resolve the parties’ dispute over the applicable standard of
revi ew.

AFFI RVED.



