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

No. 97-50899
Summary Cal endar

PATRI CI A CRAWFORD,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH S. APFEL,
COWMM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas

USDC No. SA-96- CV-866

Sept enber 24, 1998
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Patricia Crawford appeals the district court’s judgnent for
the Comm ssioner in her action pursuant to 42 U . S.C. 8§ 405(g) for
reviewof the adm nistrative | awjudge’ s (ALJ) deci si on denyi ng her
disability benefits. Crawford argues that the Appeals Counci
erred infailing to give reasons for disregardi ng favorabl e nedi cal
evidence from Dr. Dennis or in failing to refer the new nedi cal
evidence to the ALJ for consideration. Dr. Dennis’ March 7, 1996,

letter provided no additional evidence, but was nerely a

Pursuant to 5THCR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



restatenent of his previous opinion. The Appeals Council did not
err in failing to give reasons for its decision that the evidence
did not provide a basis for changing the hearing decision or in
failing to remand to the ALJ.

Crawford argues next that the determnation of the
Comm ssioner is not supported by substantial evidence. She does
not make any particular argunent but nmerely “incorporates all of
the previous argunents and authorities” in her brief. Crawf ord
does not state specifically why she contends the decision is not
supported by substantial evidence. W do not address this issue
because Crawford has failed to brief it adequately. Yohey V.
Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993)."

AFFI RVED.

Crawford argues that the ALJ erred in failing to give
greater weight to the opinions of Crawford’ s treating physicians
W t hout adequate explanation and in evaluating the opinions of

nontreating sources. She also argues that the ALJ erred in
i nposing an inproper hypothetical question to the vocational
expert. Because Crawford did not present these clains to the
appeals council, we have no jurisdiction to consider these

argunents. Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d 208, 210 (5th Gr. 1994).




