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PER CURI AM

Har ol d Pi per appeals fromthe magi strate judge’'s order” grant -
ing summary judgnment to the Comm ssioner of Social Security on his
claimfor disability benefits. Having reviewed the briefs and the
adm nistrative record, we find that substanti al evidence supported
the Adm ni strative Law Judge’ s deci si on denyi ng benefits. Accord-
ingly, we affirmsubstantially on the reasoning of the magi strate

j udge. See Piper v. Apfel, No. CA-99-1058-MIG (D. M. Feb. 10,

2000). W deny Piper’s notion to remand this action for reconsid-
eration because he failed to denonstrate that the information
contained in Dr. Mitlu s August 11, 1997, report was new and
mat eri al evi dence, or that good cause existed to excuse his failure
to tinely obtain the report. See 42 U.S.C. 8§ 405(g) (1994);

Borders v. Heckler, 777 F.2d 954, 955 (4th Cr. 1985). W dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the nagistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(c) (1) (1994).



