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PER CURI AM

Mary WIlianson appeals from the magistrate judge' s® order
granting the Comm ssioner’s notion for summary judgnment and affirm
ing the Comm ssioner’s denial of social security benefits.

We review the denial of social security benefits to determ ne
whet her the Conm ssioner has applied the correct |egal standards
and whet her the findings are supported by substantial evidence. See
Hays v. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cr. 1990). Substanti al
evi dence i s defined as “such rel evant evi dence as a reasonabl e m nd
m ght accept as adequate to support a conclusion.” See Ri chardson
v. Perales, 402 U. S. 389, 401 (1971). Although substantial evidence
is greater than a nere scintilla, it my be less than a prepon-
derance. See Shively v. Heckler, 739 F.2d 987, 989 (4th Cir. 1984).

We have reviewed WIIlianson's assertions and all egations of
error under this standard and concl ude that the magi strate judge’s
entry of judgnent in favor of the Conm ssioner was proper.
Accordingly, we affirm W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the Court and argunent would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFI RVED

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



