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PER CURIAM.

Crystal Creamer, on behalf of her son A.C.C., appeals the district court’s* order
affirming the denial of child supplemental security income. Creamer alleged that
A.C.C. became disabled in August 2004 (at age7) from attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder (ADHD) and oppositional defiant disorder. Afterahearing, anadministrative
law judge (ALJ) determined that (1) A.C.C.’s severe impairments--ADHD and
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“conduct disorder”--did not alone or combined meet or medically equal the
requirements of any relevant listing; (2) Creamer’s statements concerning the
intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of A.C.C.’s symptoms were not entirely
credible; and (3) A.C.C.’s impairments, alone or combined, also did not functionally
equal any listing, because in the six domains of functioning, he did not have the
requisite “marked” limitations in two domains or “extreme” limitations in one domain.
Having carefully reviewed the record and considered Creamer’s arguments for
reversal, see Van Vickle v. Astrue, 539 F.3d 825, 828 & n.2 (8th Cir. 2008) (standard
of review), we agree with the district court that the ALJ’s determinations on the
severity of A.C.C.’s impairments, and on whether A.C.C.’s impairments met,
medically equaled, or functionally equaled any relevant listing, are supported by
substantial evidence on the record as a whole. We also reject as meritless Creamer’s
remaining arguments for reversal. Accordingly, we affirm. See 8th Cir. R. 47B.




