UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 95-30346
Summary Cal endar

ANI TA GQUI LLORY, on behalf of Chastity Quillory
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

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 Louisiana
(93-CV-1419)

(Cct ober 16, 1995)

Before Hl GG NBOTHAM DUHE and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

The Adm ni strative Law Judge (ALJ) deni ed Appellant Quillory’s
claim on behalf of her mnor daughter for supplenental security
i ncone benefits. Upon review, the district court granted summary
judgnent in favor of the Conm ssioner. GQuillory appeals. e
affirm

Appel  ant argues that the ALJ and the district court applied

Local Rule 47.5 provides: “The publication of opinions that have
no precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the
basis of well-settled principles of | awinposes needl ess expense on
the public and burdens on the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rule, the Court has determned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.



the incorrect legal standard and that their decision is not
supported by substantial evidence. Qur careful review of the
record convinces that Appellant errs in both respects.

The | egal standard for determ ni ng whether a child is disabled
requires a determnation whether the child: 1) was engaged in
substantial gainful activity, 2) had a severe inpairnent, 3) had an
i npai rment that net or equaled an inpairnent listed in appendix 1
of 20 CF.R Pt. 404, and 4) had an inpairnent of conparable
severity to an inpairnent that would disable an adult. Sec.
416. 924(b) . At the fourth step, an Individualized Functional
Assessnent is perforned to determ ne whet her the child' s inpairnment
limts her ability to physically or nentally function in an age-
appropriate manner. Sec. 416.924(f). The ALJ carried out these
steps with precision. He found the child was never enpl oyed, had
a severe inpairnent, did not neet the conditions of Secs. 112.05 or
112.11 or equivalent, nade an individualized assessnent of her
ability to function in the five specified domains and concl uded
that she experienced a nore than noderate inpairnent only in the
cognitive function area and thus was not disabl ed. The proper
| egal standard was appli ed.

Evidence is sufficient to support this finding if it is

substantial, that is nore than a scintilla. Anderson v. Sullivan,

887 F.2d 630, 633 (5th G r. 1989). Qur review of the record
denonstrates nore than anpl e evi dence.

AFFI RVED.



