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PER CURI AM

Conni e S. Lawson appeals the district court’s order granting
summary judgnent to the Comm ssioner of Social Security in her
action seeking review of the Conm ssioner’s decision denying her
application for disability insurance benefits and suppl enental
security incone. On appeal, Lawson argues that the Adm nistrative
Law Judge erred in determ ning that her Qwas 74, instead of bel ow
70, as one test denonstrated, and erred in rejecting the work
assessnent of a consulting physician, Dr. Kaur.

We have reviewed the record, briefs, and pertinent case lawin
this matter. Qur review persuades us that the district court
correctly accepted the recomendati on of the magi strate judge and
found that the Comm ssioner’s deci sion denying benefits i s based on
substanti al evidence. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. See Lawson v. Apfel, No. CA-98-168 (WD. Va.

Feb. 9, 2000). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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