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PER CURIAM:

Derek Moore appeals the district court’s order
accepting the recommendation of the magistrate judge and denying
relief on his complaint for review of the Commissioner’s denial
of disability iInsurance benefits. On appeal, Moore argues that
the Commissioner ignored relevant medical evidence, failed to
accord proper weight to medical opinion evidence, and failed to
analyze the combined effect of his impairments in determining
that he was not entitled to benefits.

Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8 405(g) (2006), we will “uphold
the factual findings of the Commissioner if they are supported
by substantial evidence and were reached through application of

the correct legal standard.” Johnson v. Barnhart, 434 F.3d 650,

653 (4th Cir. 2005) (internal quotation marks, citations, and
alteration omitted). “Substantial evidence 1i1s such relevant
evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to
support a conclusion.” Id. (internal quotation marks and
citation omitted). We do not reweigh evidence or make
credibility determinations i1n evaluating whether a decision 1is
supported by substantial evidence; “[w]here conflicting evidence
allows reasonable minds to differ,” we defer to the
Commissioner’s decision. |Id.

In order to establish entitlement to benefits, a

claimant must provide evidence of a medically determinable
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impairment that precludes returning to past relevant work and
adjustment to other work. 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1508, 404.1520(g)
(2012). The Commissioner uses a five-step process to evaluate a
disability claim. 20 C.F.R. 8 404.1520 (2011). Pursuant to
this process, the Commissioner asks, iIn sequence, whether the
claimant: (1) worked during the alleged period of disability;
(2) had a severe impairment; (3) had an impairment that met or
equaled the severity of a listed impairment; (4) could return to
his past relevant work; and (5) if not, could perform any other
work in the national economy. Id. The claimant bears the
burden of proof at steps one through four, but the burden shifts

to the Commissioner at step fTive. See Bowen v. Yuckert, 482

U.S. 137, 146 n.5 (1987). IT a decision regarding disability
can be made at any step of the process, however, the inquiry
ceases. 20 C.F.R. 8 404.1520(a)(4).

We have thoroughly reviewed the record and conclude
that the Commissioner’s decision is supported by substantial
evidence and was reached through application of the correct
legal standards. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s
order. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



