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Cynthia Frampton appeals the district court’s judgment affirming the
determination of the administrative law judge (ALJ) that Frampton is not disabled
and is therefore not entitled to disability insurance benefits. We affirm.

The ALJ did not deny Frampton due process by ending the hearing before
Frampton’s testimony had concluded and without hearing the testimony of her
husband, James Frampton. The ALJ’s decision to allot only one hour for the
hearing causes some concern, but the ALJ offered to consider a supplemental
hearing in Portland and allowed Frampton to submit written testimony in lieu of an
additional hearing. Those alternatives afforded Frampton an adequate opportunity
to be heard. See Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976). Frampton’s due
process rights were not violated.

The ALJ’s decision to discredit the controverted opinion of treating
physician Dr. Kent was based on specific and legitimate reasons that were
supported by substantial evidence. See Smolen v. Chater, 80 F.3d 1273, 1285 (9th
Cir. 1996). The ALJ discredited Dr. Kent’s opinion based on inconsistencies
within his own reports and contradictions between those reports and the
evaluations of other examining physicians. Dr. Kent’s reports note discrepancies
between Frampton’s bright, animated affect and her alleged depression.

Furthermore, his evaluation of Frampton’s depression was inconsistent with the



opinion of examining physician Dr. Clausel. The inconsistencies noted by the ALJ
in discrediting Dr. Kent’s opinion were supported by substantial evidence in the
record.

In discrediting the testimony of James Frampton, the ALJ offered specific
reasons germane to his testimony. See Smolen, 80 F.3d at 1288. The ALJ found
his statements inconsistent with the medical evidence and Cynthia Frampton’s
occupational history. She noted that James Frampton’s characterization of
Cynthia’s condition was contradicted both by the opinions of examining physicians
and by evidence of her ability to work as a tanning salon attendant and as a flower
deliverer. The cited inconsistencies were supported by substantial evidence in the
record, and the ALJ did not improperly discredit James Frampton’s testimony. See
Bayliss v. Barnhart, 427 F.3d 1211, 1218 (9th Cir. 2005).

We reject Frampton’s challenges to the residual functional capacity (RFC)
assessment. The ALJ adequately considered all symptoms arising from
Frampton’s alleged impairments, even though the ALJ did not mention every
impairment by name. Although she did not explicitly discuss the side effects of
Frampton’s medications, the ALJ discussed and rejected the more general
complaints to which the side effects relate. Furthermore, she was not required to

consider work limitations described by Dr. Kent and James Frampton because she



properly discredited each of their opinions. See Bayliss, 427 F.3d at 1217. Nor
was the ALJ required to consult a medical expert, because the record was well
developed and was not ambiguous. See Mayes v. Massanari, 276 F.3d 453, 459-60
(9th Cir. 2001).

AFFIRMED.



