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

No. 95-31301
Summary Cal endar

ELAINE M WLSON, on behal f of
Candace L. W/ son,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

SHI RLEY S. CHATER
COWM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 94-CVv-2174

“June 25, 1996
Before WENER, EMLIO M GARZA and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Elaine M WIlson (“Elaine”) appeals the grant of sunmary
judgnent for the Comm ssioner of Social Security in WIlson s case
for judicial review of the Conm ssioner’s denial of suppl enental
security incone (SSI) benefits to WIlson on behalf of Wlson’'s

daughter, Candace Wl son (“Candace”). El aine contends that the

admnistrative |law judge (ALJ) failed to consider Candace’s
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i npai rments in conbination, failed to consider Candace’s
posttraumati c-stress di sorder and adjustnent disorder with m xed
features, and failed to apply the correct non-severity standard;
t hat Candace’ s oppositional defiant disorder was severe and
significantly limted her ability to function; that the ALJ erred
by finding that Candace’ s oppositional defiant disorder was not
di sabling because it was in rem ssion; that the ALJ erred by
requiring her to show a “marked inpairnment”; that the district
court erred by failing to require the ALJ to apply regul ations
requi ring consideration of concurrent inpairnments; and that this
court should remand her case solely for a cal cul ation of
benefits.

In adm ni strative proceedi ngs, El aine exhausted only her
clains that Candace’s inpairnents, when conbined, satisfied the
requi renents for a finding of disability. W lack jurisdiction
to consider Elaine’s other contentions. Paul v. Shalala, 29 F.3d
208, 210 (5th Gr. 1994). Regarding Elaine’s contention that
Candace’s inpairnents satisfied the requirenents for a finding of
disability, we have reviewed the record and the briefs of the
parties and we find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm
for essentially the reasons relied on by the district court. See
Wl son v. Chater, No. 94-CV-2174 (WD. La. Cct. 25, 1995).

AFFI RVED.



