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

No. 01-41350
Summary Cal endar

DAVI D V. DOM NGUEZ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JO ANNE B. BARNHART, COWM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. L-00-Cv-103

~ October 31, 2002
Bef ore REAVLEY, BARKSDALE and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
David V. Dom nguez appeals the district court's judgnment
affirmng the Conm ssioner of Social Security's denial of
Suppl enental Security Incone benefits. W find that the decision

was supported by substantial evidence and the proper |egal

standards were used in evaluating the evidence. See Bowing v.

Shalala, 36 F.3d 431, 434 (5th Cr. 1994); R pley v. Chater,

67 F.3d 552, 555-56 (5th Gr. 1995).

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Dom nguez argues that the adm nistrative | aw judge (ALJ)
erred by concluding that he did not denonstrate that he net the
criteria for alisted nental inpairnent. Dom nguez cited the
psychiatric evaluation by Dr. John N. Enriquez to support his
assertion. Contrary to Dom nguez’s assertion, Dr. Enriquez’s
report supports the ALJ' s concl usion.

Dom nguez argues that the testinony of a vocational expert
(VE) is invalid because he had been given an inconplete
hypot heti cal question regarding Dom nguez’s limtations. The ALJ
noted correctly Dom nguez’s age, education, vision [imtations,
and nental limtations. The ALJ did not note any physi cal
limtations because he rejected Dom nguez’s conplaints as
i ncredi ble. Dom nguez has not cited to any evidence to chall enge
this conclusion. Accordingly, the hypothetical question
presented by the ALJ to the vocational expert reasonably
i ncorporated all of Dom nguez's disabilities supported by

evidence in the record and recogni zed by the ALJ. See Mirris v.

Bowen, 864 F.2d 333, 336 (5th Cr. 1988).

Dom nguez asserts that the ALJ erred in failing to credit
unspecified evidence and in failing to seek evidence froma
medi cal expert. These assertions are not supported by any
argunent citing to evidence in the record. These issues have

been abandoned. FED. R App. P. 28 (a)(9); Brinkmann v. Dall as

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

AFFI RVED.



