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Before DAVIS, SMTH, and DENNIS, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Maxann C. Fink appeals the district court’s judgnent denying
her notion for summary judgnent, granting the Conm ssioner’s
cross-notion for sunmary judgnent, and affirmng the
Comm ssi oner’s deci sion denying her applications for disability
i nsurance benefits and suppl enmental security incone (SSI)
benefits. Ilda J. Rochester appeals the district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Conm ssioner’s decision denying Rochester’s
application for SSI benefits. The appeals have been
consolidated. In reviewi ng the Conm ssioner’s decisions to deny
benefits, we nust determ ne whether there is substantial evidence
in the record to support the decisions and whet her the proper
| egal standards were used in evaluating the evidence. Ripley v.
Chater, 67 F.3d 552, 555 (5th Gr. 1995).

Fink argues that the Comm ssioner violated 20 C. F. R
8 404.1512(e)(1) and (f) by ordering a consultative exam nation
(CE) without first recontacting the treating physicians for an
expl anation of any perceived discrepancies in the nedical
records. Both Fink and Rochester contend that the Conmm ssioner
also violated 20 C.F. R 8§ 404.1519h by failing to appoint a

treating physician to performthe CE. Fink and Rochester next

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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chal | enge the proceedings at their respective admnistrative
hearings, arguing that the adm nistrative | aw judges (ALJS)
violated 20 C F. R 88 404.1512(e) and 404.1527(d)(2) by failing
to 1) recontact the treating physicians and 2) consider the
necessary regulatory factors when declining to afford controlling
wei ght to the treating physicians’ opinions. Rochester also
argues that the ALJ erred by failing to address the witten
statenment of her sister.

Because Fi nk and Rochester were afforded the opportunity to
suppl enent their respective records wth additional nedical
reports fromtheir treating physicians, we hold that any
procedural errors commtted by the Conm ssioner were harm ess and
did not affect Fink’s or Rochester’s substantial rights.

See Morris v. Bowen, 864 F.2d 333, 335 (5th Cr. 1988).

Simlarly, Fink’s and Rochester’s reliance upon Newton v. Apfel

for purposes of their alleged ALJ procedural errors is msplaced
since the records for both Fink and Rochester contained “other
medi cal opi nion evidence based on personal exam nation” in the
formof the CE reports. See 209 F.3d 448, 453 (5th Gr. 2000).
Accordingly, we hold that the ALJs did not conmt error when
declining to afford controlling weight to the treating
physi ci ans’ opinions. Finally, we reject Rochester’s argunent
regarding the ALJ's failure to address her sister’s witten

statenent as conclusional and |l acking nerit.
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The records reveal that the ALJs’ decisions to deny benefits

wer e supported by substantial evidence. See Martinez v. Chater,

64 F.3d 172, 173 (5th Gr. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



