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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York reviewed the Commissioner of
Social Security’s denial of Zackary A.’s applications for disability and supplemental security income
benefits. The court granted the plaintiff’s motion, denied the Commissioner’s cross-motion, reversed
the decision, and remanded for further proceedings because the ALJ did not determine whether the
plaintiff’s gender dysphoria was a severe impairment.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of New York

WRITING FOR THE COURT Paul J. Evangelista

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of New York

DECIDED March 3, 2026

DOCKET 3:24-CV-1208

DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviews the Commissioner's final decision to
determine whether the correct legal standards were applied and
whether the decision is supported by substantial evidence. The court
may not determine de novo whether the claimant is disabled and must
sustain factual findings supported by substantial evidence when the
correct legal standards were applied.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's failure to address plaintiff's diagnosed gender dysphoria and determine whether it
was a severe impairment frustrated judicial review.

2. Whether the Commissioner's decision should be affirmed under the substantial-evidence and correct-
legal-standard standards of review.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ was required to address plaintiff's gender dysphoria and determine in the first instance whether
it constituted a severe impairment. Because the ALJ's decision did not discuss or reference the condition,
judicial review was frustrated and remand was necessary.

2. The court declined to reach plaintiff's remaining arguments because the ALJ's adjudication of gender
dysphoria could affect the remainder of the five-step disability analysis.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, as the ALJ did not determine whether this condition constitutes a severe impairment, judicial
review is frustrated, and remand is necessary for the ALJ to render a determination in the first instance.” (10)

“It is the ALJ’s responsibility to make factual findings in the first instance, not this Court’s.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for Social Security disability and supplemental security income benefits, alleging disability
beginning January 20, 2022. The record reflected diagnoses of depressive disorder, anxiety disorder, post-
traumatic stress disorder, and gender dysphoria, along with symptoms including depression, anxiety, panic
attacks, suicidal ideation, difficulty concentrating, lethargy, and difficulty completing tasks. The ALJ found the
depressive, anxiety, and post-traumatic stress disorders severe, assessed an RFC for work at all exertional levels
with mental and social limitations, and concluded that plaintiff could perform jobs existing in significant
numbers in the national economy. The court determined that the ALJ failed to address whether gender dysphoria
was a severe impairment despite evidence that plaintiff's symptoms affected the ability to work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed Title II and Title XVI disability applications alleging disability beginning January 20, 2022. The
SSA denied the applications initially and on reconsideration; following a hearing, the ALJ issued an unfavorable
decision on December 14, 2023, and the Appeals Council affirmed on August 8, 2024. Plaintiff commenced this
action, moved to reverse and remand, and the Commissioner moved to affirm. The court granted plaintiff's
motion, denied the Commissioner's motion, reversed the decision, and remanded for further proceedings.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must remand the matter to the ALJ to determine in the first instance whether plaintiff's
gender dysphoria constitutes a severe impairment and to conduct any potentially affected portions of the five-
step disability analysis. The ALJ may also consider plaintiff's remaining arguments on remand.
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