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Evelyn Yvonne Lopez appeal s pro se from the district court’ s judgment
affirming the Commissioner’s denial of her application for supplemental security

income. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. Wereview the
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district court’ s decision in asocial security case de novo. Morgan v. Comm'r of
the Soc. Sec. Admin., 169 F.3d 595, 599 (9th Cir. 1999).

The Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ’) provided specific, cogent reasons
for his determination that Lopez was not credible. Seeid. The ALJ stated that
there was evidence raising the possibility of malingering and that Lopez’s
alegations regarding her impairments and limitations were not credible in light of
the information found in the medical reports and other evidence in the record. The
ALJ pointed to specific evidence in the record supporting these conclusions.

Additionally, the ALJ provided clear and convincing reasons for the
rejection of the opinion of Lopez’' s examining physician, Dr. Smolen, and those
reasons were supported by substantial evidence in therecord. See Lester v. Chater,
81 F.3d 821, 830 (9th Cir. 1996). Asthe ALJstated, Dr. Smolen relied on Lopez’'s
assertions. However, the ALJ determined Lopez was not credible and thus, was
freeto disregard Dr. Smolen’s opinion. See Tonapetyan v. Halter, 242 F.3d 1144,
1149 (9th Cir. 2001) (holding that when the record supports the ALJ s discounting
of the claimant’s credibility, the ALJis freeto disregard a doctor’s opinion
premised on the claimant’ s subjective complaints).

Finally, when determining whether Lopez could perform any work that

existed in the national economy, the ALJwas not required to adopt Dr. Smolen’s



limitations. See Osenbrock v. Apfel, 240 F.3d 1157, 1164-65 (9th Cir. 2001) (“An
ALJisfreeto accept or rgject restrictionsin a hypothetical question that are not
supported by substantial evidence.”).

AFFIRMED.



