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Guadal upe DelLeon appeals fromthe district court’s judgnent
affirmng the Conm ssioner of Social Security’s denial of
DeLeon’s application for disability insurance benefits and
suppl enental security incone. This court’s review of the
Comm ssioner’s decision is limted to determ ni ng whether the
Comm ssi oner used proper |egal standards to evaluate the evidence
and whet her the decision is supported by substantial evidence.

See Newton v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448, 452 (5th Cr. 2000).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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DeLeon first alleges that the adm nistrative | aw judge (ALJ)
failed to give proper consideration to the opinions of her
treati ng and exam ni ng physicians. In his decision, the ALJ
conducted a detailed analysis of the record and set forth

substantial evidence that, inter alia, the opinions offered by

DelLeon’ s treating and exam ni ng physicians were contrary to
substanti al evidence. Anong the conflicts noted by the ALJ was
the fact that DelLeon’s subjective conplaints to her treating and
exam ni ng physicians often were inconsistent wwth the objective
medi cal findings and the observations nmade by the physicians.
Because they were inconsistent internally and with other
substantial evidence in the record, the opinions of DeLeon’s
treati ng and exam ni ng physicians were not entitled to any

specific weight in the ALJ' s decision. See G eenspan v. Shalal a,

38 F. 3d 232, 237 (5th Gr. 1994).

DeLeon next contends that the ALJ failed, in assessing her
residual functional capacity (RFC), to conply with controlling
|l aw and regul ations. In nmaking his RFC assessnent, the ALJ
di scussed DeLeon’s functional limtations and work-rel ated
abilities on a function-by-function basis. Mreover, in his

deci sion, the ALJ consi dered and evaluated, inter alia, the state

exam ner’'s RFC assessnent, the nedi cal evidence, and DelLeon’s
hearing testinony. 1In so doing, the ALJ correctly applied the

rel evant | egal standards when determ ning DeLeon’s RFC.
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Finally, DelLeon asserts that the ALJ failed to (a) discover
conflicts between the testinony of the vocational expert (VE) and

the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT); and (b) address such

conflicts. Specifically, DeLeon contends there are unresol ved
conflicts between the VE's and the DOT’s classifications of three
j obs which the VE testified that DeLeon could perform hand
packager, security guard, and small products assenbler 1. Even
if the ALJ erred by failing to discover and address such
conflicts, DeLeon is not entitled to relief unless she can
establish that she has been prejudiced by the alleged error. See

Mays v. Bowen, 837 F.2d 1362, 1364 (5th Gr. 1988) (holding that

t he judgnent should not be vacated unless the substantial rights
of a party are affected).

The VE concluded that DeLeon had the RFC to work as an
agricultural produce sorter, a light exertional and unskilled
position, or as a stuffer, a sedentary and unskilled position.
See DOT 529.687-186, 731.685-014. On appeal, DelLeon has not
argued that there is a conflict between the VE s testinony and
the DOT with respect to these two positions. Therefore, there
was substantial evidence to support the Conm ssioner’s finding
that DelLeon had the RFC to perform at least, two jobs identified
by the VE, and DeLeon was not prejudiced by any purported error
related to other jobs identified by the VE.

Havi ng carefully reviewed the record of this case and the

parties’ respective briefing, and for the reasons set forth
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above, we conclude that the ALJ used the proper |egal standards
to evaluate the evidence and that substantial evidence existed to
support the ALJ's decision. Therefore, the judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



