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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Tracie P. McGuinness filed an application for disability insurance
benefits and supplemental security income under the Social Security
Act. She claimed that since June 15, 1993, she has been disabled by
reason of the combination of a status-post fracture and fusion of her
left ankle, chronic bronchitis, borderline intelligence, and a mental
disorder. Although the Administrative Law Judge ("ALJ") found that
these conditions in combination "impose more than minimal limita-
tion on [McGuinness] functional capacity and are therefore severe,”
he concluded that M cGuinness retained “the residual function capac-
ity for light work" with various specified limitations. In reaching that
conclusion, the ALJ found that McGuinness' testimony regarding her
daily activities was not "very credible as she appeared to minimize
what she actually was able to do" and that she exaggerated her symp-
toms. While the ALJ concluded that M cGuinness would not be capa-
ble of returning to any of her past relevant work, he found that

M cGuinness neverthel ess "remains capable of performing light work
with the limitations described," working, for example, as an injection
machine operator, an assembler of small products, an electronics
worker, abuttoner in the garment industry, a second handler, and a
polypacker/heat sealer. Accordingly, he concluded that McGuinness
was not disabled within the meaning given by the Social Security Act.
The appeals council found no basis for areview, and therefore the
ALJs decision became final.
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In her action filed in the district court, McGuinness claimed that

the ALJ's various conclusions were not supported by substantial evi-
dence. The case was referred to a magistrate judge, who conducted a
detailed analysis of the ALJs findings and concluded that each of the
challenged findings was supported by substantial evidence. He
accordingly recommended that M cGuinness motion for judgment be
denied and that the Commissioner's motion for judgment on the
pleadings be granted and the action dismissed. The district court
reviewed the magistrate's recommendation de novo and affirmed,
adopting his recommendationsin an order dated June 2, 1997.
McGuinness filed this appeal, raising substantially the same issues
that she presented to the district court.

We have carefully reviewed the record before us and considered

the arguments of counsel. Our review persuades us that the decision
of the district court adopting the magistrate judge's recommendation
is correct, and accordingly, for the reasons given by the magistrate
judge in his recommendations filed April 4, 1997, as adopted by the
district court on June 2, 1997, McGuinness v. Chater, Civil Action
No. 2:95Cv 00822 (M.D.N.C. June 2, 1997), we affirm.

AFFIRMED



