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PER CURIAM: 

John C. Thomas seeks review of the decision and order 

of the Benefits Review Board (“BRB”) affirming the decision of 

the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) dismissing his 

discrimination claim under 33 U.S.C. § 948a (2012).  We deny the 

petition for review.   

“We review the BRB’s decision to assess whether 

substantial evidence supports the factual findings of the ALJ 

and whether the legal conclusions of the BRB and ALJ are 

rational and consistent with applicable law.”  Sidwell v. Va. 

Int’l Terminals, Inc., 372 F.3d 238, 241 (4th Cir. 2004).  The 

BRB’s legal conclusions are reviewed de novo, with no deference 

to the BRB’s interpretation of the Longshore and Harbor Workers’ 

Compensation Act (“LHWCA”) provisions.  Id.  However, “our 

review of the ALJ’s factual findings is . . . limited to 

ascertaining whether the ALJ relied on evidence that a 

reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support its 

conclusions.”  Id.  We defer to the ALJ’s “inferences and 

credibility assessments.”  Newport News Shipbuilding & Dry Dock 

Co. v. Tann, 841 F.2d 540, 543 (4th Cir. 1988); see Shively v. 

Heckler, 739 F.2d 987, 989 (4th Cir. 1984) (deferring to ALJ 

because “he had the opportunity to observe the demeanor and to 

determine the credibility of the claimant”).  
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Our review of the record discloses that the BRB’s 

decision is based upon substantial evidence and is without 

reversible error.  Accordingly, we deny the petition for review.  

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

PETITION DENIED 


