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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 

 A social security administrative law judge (ALJ) denied 

Manly Howell Hook’s application for Disability Insurance 

Benefits and Supplemental Security Income, finding that he is 

not disabled under the Social Security Act. After the ALJ’s 

decision became final, Hook filed this action seeking judicial 

review. Following briefing by the parties and a recommendation 

by a magistrate judge, the district court affirmed the final 

decision. Hook now appeals. We affirm. 

We must uphold the ALJ’s disability determination unless it 

is based on legal error or, in light of the whole record, is 

unsupported by substantial evidence. Mascio v. Colvin, 780 F.3d 

632, 634 (4th Cir. 2015). The substantial evidence standard 

requires more than a scintilla, but may be less than a 

preponderance, of evidence. Hancock v. Astrue, 667 F.3d 470, 472 

(4th Cir. 2012). We do not reweigh conflicting evidence, make 

credibility determinations, or substitute our judgment for that 

of the ALJ. Johnson v. Barnhart, 434 F.3d 650, 653 (4th Cir. 

2005). When conflicting evidence could lead reasonable minds to 

differ regarding whether a claimant is disabled, we must defer 

to the ALJ’s determination. Hancock, 667 F.3d at 472. 

An ALJ is required to use a five-step sequential evaluation 

process in determining whether a claimant is disabled. See 

Mascio, 780 F.3d at 634-35 (explaining the process). If the ALJ 
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finds that the claimant has been working (step one) or that the 

claimant’s medical impairments do not meet the severity and 

duration requirements of the social security regulations (step 

two), the process ends with a finding of “not disabled.” If the 

ALJ reaches step three, he must either find that the claimant is 

disabled because the medical impairments meet or equal an 

impairment listed in the regulations or continue the analysis, 

but he cannot deny benefits at this step. 

If the first three steps do not lead to a conclusive 

determination, the ALJ then assesses the claimant’s residual 

functional capacity (“RFC”), which is the most the claimant can 

do despite physical and mental limitations that affect his 

ability to work. To make this assessment, the ALJ must consider 

all of the claimant’s medically determinable impairments of 

which the ALJ is aware. The ALJ then moves to step four, where 

the ALJ either finds the claimant not disabled because he is 

able to perform past work or proceeds to step five because the 

exertion required for the claimant’s past work exceeds the RFC. 

The claimant bears the burden of proof at the first four 

steps, but at step five the burden shifts to the Commissioner to 

prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the claimant can 

perform other work that exists in significant numbers in the 

national economy, considering the claimant’s RFC, age, 

education, and work experience. The Commissioner typically 
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offers this evidence through the testimony of a vocational 

expert responding to a hypothetical that incorporates the 

claimant’s limitations. If the Commissioner meets her burden, 

the ALJ finds the claimant not disabled and denies the 

application for benefits. 

Conducting this analysis, the ALJ proceeded through step 

five. In summary, the ALJ found that Hook suffers from the 

severe impairments of degenerative joint disease and obesity, 

but that he has the ability to perform sedentary work subject to 

certain limitations. Based on the vocational expert’s testimony, 

the ALJ further found that the Commissioner met her burden of 

proving that Hook is capable of performing work that exists in 

significant numbers in the national economy. For this reason, 

the ALJ concluded that Hook is not disabled. 

On appeal, Hook primarily contends that (1) the ALJ’s 

rationale for rejecting the opinion of Dr. Vaughan Massie is not 

supported by substantial evidence, (2) the ALJ improperly failed 

to include certain restrictions in the RFC determination, and 

(3) the ALJ failed to adequately explain his RFC findings. 

Having thoroughly considered the record, oral arguments, and 

controlling legal principles, we conclude that there is no basis 

to disturb the ALJ’s decision. We reach our decision for 

substantially the reasons articulated by the district court – 

that is, the ALJ properly followed the controlling regulations 
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in assessing Hook’s application, the ALJ adequately explained 

the bases for his adverse disability finding, and the decision 

is supported by substantial evidence. See J.A. 53-74, 93-99 

(magistrate report and district court order). 

Based on the foregoing, we affirm the district court 

judgment. 

AFFIRMED 


