UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Marinex Restituyo v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social

Security

Restituyo - No. 4:24-CV-00724 - Decided November 26, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania reviewed the Commissioner

of Social Security’s denial of Marinex Restituyo’s claim for disability insurance benefits. The court

held that substantial evidence supported the Administrative Law Judge’s residual functional capacity

assessment and evaluation of medical opinions, including consideration of obesity and insomnia. The

court affirmed the Commissioner’s decision.
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affirmed

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. §§ 405(g) and 1383(c)
(3) of the Commissioner's final decision denying disability and
disability insurance benefits. The parties consented to final disposition

by a United States Magistrate Judge.

The court reviewed the Commissioner's factual findings for substantial
evidence and reviewed legal issues de novo or plenarily. It could not
reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ,
and reversal required evidence that not only supported a contrary
conclusion but compelled it. The ALJ also had to articulate sufficient

reasons to permit meaningful judicial review.
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TOPICS

judicial review of agency action = administrative law  disability definition  ada / disability

PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability benefits =~ administrative law  judicial review of agency action

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment concerning

the limitations caused by depression, anxiety, and fibromyalgia.
2. Whether the ALJ adequately considered limitations allegedly caused by obesity and insomnia.

3. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinions of consultative examiner Dr. Austin and state-

agency consultant Dr. Gavazzi.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was supported by substantial evidence because the
ALJ considered the relevant treatment records, work activity, symptom evidence, and mental and

physical findings, and adequately explained the reasons for discounting inconsistent evidence.

2. The ALJ adequately considered Restituyo's obesity at the RFC stage, and any error in initially finding
obesity non-severe was harmless because the ALJ proceeded through the remaining steps and evaluated
its alleged effects. The insomnia argument likewise did not warrant remand because Restituyo did not

identify specific functional limitations attributable to it.

3. The ALJ reasonably assigned limited weight to portions of Dr. Austin's opinion concerning Restituyo's
ability to interact with others because those portions were inconsistent with Dr. Austin's own records and

with other evidence showing that Restituyo enjoyed working with clients.

4. The ALJ did not err by relying substantially on Dr. Gavazzi's state-agency opinion, and Restituyo failed

to identify specific medical records that Dr. Gavazzi allegedly overlooked.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the “intensity, persistence and limiting effects of [those] symptoms are not entirely consistent with the

medical evidence.”” (Doc. 7-9 at 26)

“The ALJ—not treating or examining physicians or State agency consultants—must make the ultimate
disability and RFC determinations.” (Doc. 7-9 at 31)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Restituyo alleged disability beginning December 1, 2013, with a date last insured of December 31, 2018. The
ALJ found severe impairments of depression, anxiety, and fibromyalgia, but determined that her impairments did
not meet or equal a listed impairment. The ALJ found that she could perform a restricted range of light work,

could not perform past relevant work, but could perform jobs existing in significant numbers in the national



economy. The court relied on treatment records showing work as a nail technician, relatively stable physical and

mental findings, and insufficient evidence of additional functional limitations from obesity or insomnia.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Restituyo applied for Title II disability and disability insurance benefits in 2016, and the Social Security
Administration initially denied the claims. After administrative exhaustion, she filed an earlier civil action that
was remanded by unopposed order for further evaluation of obesity, fibromyalgia, and residual functional
capacity. Following a further hearing, the ALJ again found her not disabled on September 5, 2023, and the

Appeals Council declined review. The court affirmed the Commissioner's final decision.
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