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PER CURI AM

Harol d W Hodges appeals from a nagistrate judge’ s deci sion
affirmng an adm nistrative | aw judge’s concl usion that Hodges is
not entitled to Social Security disability benefits.” W affirm

Hodges suffers froma spinal condition that causes painin his
| owner back and his |egs. The adm nistrative |aw judge (“ALJ")
found that this condition did not limt Hodges to the extent he
all eged. Hodges challenges this finding, but the record contains

substanti al evidence to support it. See Craig v. Chater, 76 F.3d

585, 591 (4th Cr. 1996).

Hodges also contends that, even if the ALJ was correct in
eval uating Hodges’s disability, there is not a significant nunber
of jobs available to him Hodges asserts that he qualifies for no
nore than 153 jobs. That nunber suffices to defeat Hodges' s claim

for disability benefits. See Hicks v. Califano, 600 F.2d 1048,

1051 n.2 (4th Gr. 1979).

For these reasons, we affirmthe decision of the magistrate
judge. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

*

The parties consented to jurisdiction of the magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 636(c)(1994).
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