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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations in John Lampshire’s action for judicial review
of a Social Security disability determination under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court evaluates challenges
to the ALJ’s treatment of medical opinions and recommends affirming the Commissioner’s decision,
concluding that the ALJ’s residual functional capacity assessment was consistent with the medical
evidence and that the treatment of the opinions was adequately explained.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on the parties' cross-motions for
summary judgment in an action for judicial review of a final decision
of the Commissioner of Social Security under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Commissioner’s final decision is reviewed for application of
proper legal standards and support by substantial evidence in the
record as a whole. Substantial evidence is more than a mere scintilla
but less than a preponderance; when evidence is susceptible to more
than one rational interpretation, the Commissioner’s interpretation
must be upheld.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; findings and recommendations from a federal district court,
with no reporter citation
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ improperly evaluated Dr. J. Allen’s medical opinions by finding them persuasive while
adopting a residual functional capacity for limited light work despite Dr. Allen’s statement that the
claimant was capable of sedentary work.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly discounted Dr. Jane Addagatta’s opinion because it was prepared after the
claimant’s date last insured.

3. Whether the ALJ’s evaluation of the medical opinions was supported by substantial evidence and
adequate reasoning under the revised medical-opinion regulations.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not reversibly err by finding Dr. Allen’s opinions persuasive and adopting a limited-light-
work residual functional capacity. Although Dr. Allen used the term sedentary in one report, the specific
limitations he assessed were consistent with light work involving sitting most of the day and unrestricted
upper- and lower-extremity manipulation.

2. The ALJ properly discounted Dr. Addagatta’s 2023 opinion because it was outside the relevant period,
was more restrictive than Dr. Allen’s opinions, and was less consistent with the record as a whole.

3. The Commissioner’s final decision should be affirmed because the ALJ applied proper legal standards
and the challenged findings were supported by substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Notwithstanding Dr. Allen’s use of the word “sedentary” in one of two reports, Dr. Allen’s findings in both
reports are entirely consistent with the definition of light work involving mostly sitting with no limitations on
arm-hand and/or leg-foot manipulative activities.” (at 11)

“Thus, the ALJ properly discounted Dr. Addagatta’s 2023 opinion as not describing Plaintiff’s abilities during
the relevant time period between 2015 and 2018.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lampshire alleged disability from diabetes mellitus, diabetic neuropathy, obesity, varicose veins, sleep apnea,
and depressive disorder during the period ending March 31, 2018, his date last insured. The ALJ found these
impairments severe but concluded that they did not meet or equal a listed impairment and that Lampshire
retained the residual functional capacity for a limited range of light work, including standing or walking for four
hours and sitting for six hours in an eight-hour day. The ALJ relied in part on opinions from Dr. J. Allen and
rejected a more restrictive opinion from Dr. Jane Addagatta. Lampshire argued that the ALJ inconsistently
characterized Dr. Allen’s opinion and discounted Addagatta’s opinion based on its date.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lampshire applied for Social Security benefits on December 5, 2022, alleging disability beginning December 5,
2015. After the claim was denied initially and on reconsideration, an administrative hearing was held before ALJ
Christopher Knowdell on May 30, 2024. The ALJ issued a decision on July 26, 2024, finding Lampshire not
disabled through his date last insured, March 31, 2018. The Appeals Council denied review on September 30,
2024. Lampshire then sought judicial review, and the magistrate judge recommends denying his motion for
summary judgment, granting the Commissioner's cross-motion, and affirming the Commissioner's decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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