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PER CURI AM

El | en Hol der pursued a claimfor disability i nsurance benefits
under the Social Security Act, alleging disability due to back
head, and neck injuries. An admnistrative | aw judge (ALJ) deter-
m ned that Hol der retained the capacity to performher past rele-
vant work and therefore was not disabled. The Appeal s Counci l
uphel d the ALJ’ s decision, which becane the final decision of the
Comm ssi oner of Social Security (Comm ssioner).

Hol der then filed this action. The parties consented to the
jurisdiction of a magistrate judge, see 28 U S C. 8 636(c)(1)
(1994). The magi strate judge found that substantial evidence sup-
ported the Conmm ssioner’s decision and granted sunmary judgnent to
t he Comm ssioner. Hol der appeals.

W review the denial of disability insurance benefits to de-
term ne whet her the Conm ssioner applied the correct |egal stan-
dards and whet her substantial evidence supports his findings. See

Craig v. Chater, 76 F.3d 585, 589 (4th Gr. 1996). Having care-

fully considered the record under this standard, we affirmon the

reasoni ng of the nmagi strate judge. See Holder v. Apfel, No. CA-97-

1749-DKC (D. Md. Feb. 2, 1998).° W dispense with oral argunent

Hol der has submitted to this court evidence that was not
before the Conm ssioner or the magistrate judge. W decline to
consider this evidence. Further, we note that renand to the Com
m ssi oner for consideration of the evidence is not warranted. See
42 U.S.C. § 405(g) (1994); WIlkins v. Secretary, 953 F.2d 93, 96
(4th Gr. 1991); Borders v. Heckler, 777 F.2d 954, 955 (4th GCr
1985).




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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