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The parties are familiar with the facts of the case and we do not repeat them

here.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291 and we affirm.

FILED
MAR 03 2010

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS



2

First, substantial evidence supports the ALJ’s credibility determination.  The

ALJ provided clear and convincing reasons for finding Huggett not entirely

credible because “the claimant engages in daily activities inconsistent with the

alleged symptoms” and “the claimant takes medication or undergoes other

treatment for the symptoms.”  Lingenfelter v. Astrue, 504 F.3d 1028, 1040 (9th Cir.

2007).

Second, the ALJ properly rejected lay witness testimony by providing

“reasons germane to each witness for doing so.”  Lewis v. Apfel, 236 F.3d 503, 511

(9th Cir. 2001).  

Third, the ALJ properly determined Huggett’s residual functional capacity

by taking “into account those limitations for which there was record support that

did not depend on [the claimant’s] subjective complaints,” which lacked

credibility.  Bayliss v. Barnhart, 427 F.3d 1211, 1217 (9th Cir. 2005). 

Finally, “[t]he hypothetical that the ALJ posed to the [Vocational Expert

(“VE”)] contained all of the limitations that the ALJ found credible and supported

by substantial evidence in the record.  The ALJ’s reliance on testimony the VE

gave in response to the hypothetical therefore was proper.”  Id. at 1217–18 (citing

Magallanes v. Bowen, 881 F.2d 747, 756–57 (9th Cir. 1989)).

AFFIRMED. 


