IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-40358
Summary Cal endar

KATHY A. DRAPER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
KENNETH S. APFEL, COWMM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. C-98-CV-321
~January 19, 2001
Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Kat hy A. Draper appeals the district court’s summary
judgnent affirmng the determnation by the Comm ssioner of
Social Security that she is not disabled within the neaning of
the Social Security Act. Draper argues that the admnistrative
| aw judge (ALJ) failed to give appropriate weight to her
treatnent for depression. Draper points to the reports of Dr.
Fel t oon, a psychol ogi st who bel i eved she was suffering froma
depressive disorder, and the reports of Marylou Goranson, the

I i censed counsel or who di agnosed Draper with an adj ust nent

Pursuant to 5" CR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5" QR R 47.5. 4.
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di sorder with m xed enotional features of depression, anxiety,
and anger. However, none of the physicians who treated or

eval uated Draper determ ned that her depressive condition would
significantly hinder her ability to performlight work. The
opi ni ons of the physicians provide substantial evidence to
support the Conmm ssioner’s deci sion.

Draper’s argunent that the ALJ made an erroneous residual
functional capacity assessnent because she failed to consider’s
Draper’s depression and the side effects of nedication is
simlarly without nerit. Draper’s testinony indicated that she
did not frequently take the nedications that caused side effects,
and those side effects were not of enough significance to prevent
her taking a job and performng |ight work.

The ALJ’' s assessnent of Draper’s credibility is also
supported by substantial evidence. Draper argues that the ALJ
pl aced i nappropriate weight on her activities of daily living and
personal observations at the hearing. However, Draper’s
testinony reveal ed that she perfornmed enough househol d chores and
errands to support the conclusion that Iight work woul d not be
i npossible for her. It is within the province of the ALJ to nake
credibility determ nations concerning testinony at admnistrative

hearings. See Newton v. Apfel, 209 F.3d 448, 458 (5th Cr

2000); Greenspan v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 232, 237 (5th Gr. 1994).

Draper’s argunment that the ALJ erred in propoundi ng an
i nadequat e hypot heti cal question to the vocational expert that
failed to take into consideration her Iimtations is wthout
merit because the ALJ included in the hypothetical question al

limtations supported by the reports from physicians.
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