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PER CURI AM *

Di ana Sal as appeal s the judgnent affirm ng the deci sion by the
Comm ssioner of Social Security to deny her applications for
disability benefits and supplenental security incone. Qur review
is limted to determning whether the Comm ssioner applied the

proper |egal standards and whether the decision is supported by

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



substanti al evidence on the record as a whole. See G eenspan v.
Shal ala, 38 F.3d 232, 236 (5th Gr. 1994). W may not rewei gh the
evidence or try the issue de novo. See Johnson v. Bowen, 864 F.2d
340, 343 (5th Cr. 1988). The record shows that the ALJ applied
the proper | egal standards and that the Conmm ssioner’s decision is
supported by substantial evidence. See G eenspan, 38 F.3d at 236.

Salas argues that the ALJ failed to properly consider the
effects of her m grai ne headaches and t he opi ni on of the physician
who treated her for those headaches. The admnistrative record
reflects that there was good cause for not according controlling
wei ght to Dr. Carnmen Montoya’ s opi ni on, whi ch was concl usi onal and
i nconsistent with other substantial evidence in the record. See
G eenspan, 38 F.3d at 237.

Relying on the testinony of Dr. Harold Cooper, the nedical
expert (“ME’), Sal as argues that the ALJ erred in determ ning that
she retained the residual functional capacity (“RFC’) to perform
her past rel evant work and in posing a hypothetical question to the
vocati onal expert without including thelimtations that the ME had
attributed to her. The substantial evidence in the adm nistrative
record supports the ALJ' s rejection of the ME's opinion on Sal as’s
limtations. Thus, there was no error with respect to the ALJ' s
determ nation on Salas’s RFC or in the hypothetical question posed
to the vocational expert.

Salas also argues that the ALJ inproperly drew inferences



regarding her credibility and the severity of her inpairnments based
on her failure to obtain treatnent or nedication due to poverty.
The ALJ's opinion pointed out discrepancies between Salas’s
assertions and the docunented signs, findings, diagnoses, and
treatnent of record. The ALJ also pointed out inconsistencies
bet ween Sal as’s statenents to Dr. Gonzal es and her testinony at her
adm ni strative hearing. The ALJ's credibility determnation is
entitled to great deference, Falco v. Shalala, 27 F.3d 160, 164
(5th Gr. 1994), and will not be disturbed on the record before us.
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