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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Clarence O. Crites petitions for review of a decision of the Benefits
Review Board (the Board) affirming a decision by an administrative
law judge (ALJ) denying black lung benefits. See 30 U.S.C.A.

88 901-945 (West 1986 & Supp. 1999). Finding no error, we affirm.

Crites applied for black lung benefitsin 1989, after working as a
coal miner for approximately 21 years. The ALJ denied benefits, rea-
soning that although Crites suffered a totally disabling respiratory
impairment, the condition did not arise from Crites coal mine
employment. See Hobbs v. Clinchfield Coal Co. , 45 F.3d 819, 821
(4th Cir. 1995) (explaining that a claimant may prove entitlement to
black lung benefits by establishing the existence of legal, as opposed
to clinical, pneumoconiosis and that legal pneumoconiosis includes
any "“chronic dust disease of the lung and its sequelae ... arising out
of coal mine employment™ (quoting 20 C.F.R.§ 718.201 (1994))).
Crites appealed to the Board. The Board vacated the ALJs finding
that Crites impairment did not arise from coal mine employment,
concluding that the ALJ had mischaracterized the opinions of some
of the physicians. On remand, the ALJ again denied benefits, and the
Board affirmed. Crites now petitions for review, maintaining that the
decision of the ALJis not supported by substantial evidence.

Having had the benefit of oral argument and the parties’ briefs, and
after careful consideration of the record, we conclude that the deci-
sion of the ALJis supported by substantial evidence. Accordingly, we
affirm.

AFFIRMED



