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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Appellant Sandra K. Smith appeals the district court judgment and
order affirming the Commissioner's decision denying her application
for disability insurance benefits. Appellant, a high school graduate
who worked for ten years as a cashier, challenges whether substantial
evidence supported the administrative law judge's ("ALJ") decision.
Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

Our review islimited to determining whether substantial evidence
supported the ALJ's decision and whether he applied the correct law.
See Haysv. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir. 1990). It isthe
ALJsresponsibility to resolve conflicts in the evidence; not the
reviewing court's. See Smith v. Chater, 99 F.3d 635, 638 (4th Cir.
1996).

In the present case, we find that the district court properly deter-
mined that substantial evidence supported the ALJ's decision and that
he applied the correct law. There was sufficient evidence to find that
Appellant's degree of mental impairment did not meet the required
severity under 20 C.F.R. Pt. 404, Subpt. P, App. 1,8 12.04 (1997).
Dr. Eden's report was not entitled to controlling weight because it
was not supported by clinical or laboratory findings. See 20 C.F.R.
88 404.1527(d)(2), 416.927(d)(2) (1997). On the other hand, Dr. Sav-
age's assessment was based upon clinical and laboratory findings
considered in conjunction with the Appellant's developmental history.
Furthermore, there was no evidence to support afinding that Appel-
lant's diabetes was disabling. Finaly, in setting out the hypothetical
for the vocational expert, the ALJ listed Smith's limitation with

regard to her ability to engage in nothing greater than light work and
her emotional limitations as reported by Dr. Savage. The discussion
concerning alternative occupations with the vocational expert was
premised on a profile that included both physical and psychol ogical
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elements. Furthermore, the ALJ's conclusion that Smith had aresid-
ual functiona capacity to perform certain jobs was based upon a com-
bination of Smith's physical and psychological limitations.
Accordingly, we find that there was substantial evidence to support
the ALJ's determination.

We therefore affirm the order of the district court. We dispense

with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the material before the court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



