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Mari a Gonez appeal s fromthe affirnmance of the decision of the
Comm ssioner of Social Security denying her application for
disability and suppl enental security incone (SSI) benefits. Gonez
contends that the Adm nistrative Law Judge (ALJ) erred by relying
on the biased opi nions of doctors enployed by insurers for workers

conpensati on purposes; that the ALJ erred by not crediting nedical

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determ ned 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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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.



Expert Dr. Ernest Gegory’'s opinion regarding Gonez’s need to
el evate her leg; that the ALJ failed to make clear what evidence
was credited, or discredited, and why; that the ALJ m sstated the
medi cal record and substituted his | ay opinion for nmedi cal opinion;
that the ALJ erred in his assessnent of Gomez’ s residual functional
capacity; and that the ALJ posed a defective hypothetical question
to Vocational Expert Patricia Collins.

Any inherent biases in physicians’ opinions are a matter for
the Comm ssioner to determ ne when deciding what weight and
credibility to give to the evidence. This court wll not disturb
such determnations. See Anthony v. Sullivan, 954 F.2d 289, 295
(5th Gr. 1992). Mor eover, Gonez has not shown how any all eged
i nherent biases in Texas’s workers’ conpensation |aws influenced
t he physicians in her case.

Regarding Dr. Gregory’ s testinony, Gonez seeks to have this
court underm ne the Conmm ssioner’s determ nations regarding the
wei ght and credibility of the evidence, sonething this court wll
not do. See Anthony, 954 F.2d at 295. Mor eover, the ALJ noted
that no ot her physician had indicated an ankle-lifting limtation,
and observed that Gonez had sat at her hearing for fifty-five
m nutes seemngly without difficulty. The ALJ thus had sone basis
for rejecting Dr. Gegory’s testinony. Cf. Frank v. Barnhart, 326
F.3d 618, 622 (5th Gr. 2003) (ALJ inpermssibly drew nedical

concl usi ons but any error was harnl ess).



Gonmez’s contention that the ALJ did not nmake clear what
medi cal evidence was credited, and what evidence was not, is
W thout nmerit. The ALJ' s decision contains detail ed anal ysi s based
on the admnistrative record, allowing this court to review the
deci si on.

The MRl report that Gonez alleged the ALJ m sread expressly
stated that a chronic ankle injury “appears to be a predom nantly
heal ed commuted fracture” (enphasis added). Gonez is correct that
the MRl showed that the injury was not entirely healed due to the
lack of solid osseous bridging. However, the ALJ did not
msinterpret the MR by enphasizing that the MR suggested that
Gonez’ s ankle injury had inproved. Indeed, it had “predom nantly
healed.” The ALJ thus did not inpermssibly engage in “playing
doctor[,]” Frank, at 622, by making his own independent nedica
assessnent about CGonez’ s condition.

The ALJ explained his credibility determ nation regarding
Gonez’ s subj ective synptons adequately. Falco v. Shalala, 27 F.3d
160, 163-64 (5th G r. 1994). Moreover, Gonez' s testinony at her
adm ni strative hearing that Naproxen eased her pain and that she
had sought treatnent infrequently provided substantial evidence
supporting the ALJ's credibility finding. Ri chardson v. Perales,
402 U. S. 389, 390 (1971).

The COctober 1999 residual functional capacity assessnent and

the report of the March 1999 functional testing both indicated that



Gonez had physical capabilities beyond those found by the ALJ. The
ALJ’ s findings regardi ng Gonez’ s residual functional capacity thus
were supported by substantial evidence. |Id.

A hypothetical question is adequate if it “reasonably
i ncorporate[s] the disabilities recognized by the ALJ[.]” Morris v.
Bowen, 864 F.2d 333, 336 (5th Gr. 1988). Gonez does not contend
that the ALJ did not incorporate the disabilities he recognized
into the hypothetical. Rather, she contends that he neglected to
i ncorporate factors that he should have incorporated. This is
unavai l i ng because the evidence did not require the ALJ to find any
further disabilities beyond those he incorporated into the
hypot heti cal .

The only past relevant work Collins indicated Gonez could
perform under the limtations found by the ALJ was as a sew ng
machi ne operator. Gonez’s work history indicated that she had
wor ked as a seanstress from 1974 to 1985, and again from 1987 to
1991, within fifteen years before the hearing. Because that was
the only job identified by Collins as past relevant work to which
Gonez could return, Gonez’'s contention regarding a fifteen-year
limtation is unavailing.

Gonez’ s contention that there was no di scussion regardi ng the
specific limtations of her past relevant work is prem sed on Dr.
Gregory’s testinony that she needed to occasionally |ift her foot

off of the ground. However, the ALJ discredited Dr. Gegory’s



testinony. Collins therefore need not have taken that l[imtation
into account. See Morris, 864 F.2d at 336. Mreover, Dr. Gegory
testified that while seated any necessary elevation could be
acconplished by putting “a box or sonething under her feet” and
Collins testified “that’s not a problent vocationally with respect
to the seated jobs considered. Because Collins ruled out other
past relevant work under the limtations ultimtely found by the
ALJ, none of the requirenents of those jobs needed to be addressed
by Collins.
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