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SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Illinois reviewed the denial of Judith T.’s
application for Supplemental Security Income benefits. The court denied the plaintiff’s motion for
summary judgment and granted the Commissioner’s motion, holding that the ALJ’s evaluation of the
medical opinions, residual functional capacity, and subjective symptom statements was supported by
substantial evidence.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner's final
decision denying plaintiff's application for Supplemental Security
Income benefits; the parties filed cross-motions for summary
judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's decision for substantial
evidence and will not reweigh evidence, resolve debatable evidentiary
conflicts, determine credibility, or substitute its judgment for the ALJ's
determination when substantial evidence supports the decision. The
court also requires an adequate explanation permitting meaningful
judicial review, but ALJs are subject to only minimal articulation
requirements.
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PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability administrative law federal courts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of the medical opinions, including the treating
physician's restrictive RFC questionnaire and the state-agency reviewers' opinions.

2. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence,
including the limitations on standing and walking, leg elevation, and the effects of obesity.

3. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated plaintiff's subjective statements concerning the intensity,
persistence, and limiting effects of her symptoms.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ reasonably found Dr. Dumasia's highly restrictive opinion unpersuasive because it was
inconsistent with her treatment notes and the other objective medical evidence, and reasonably found the
state-agency reviewers' opinions persuasive while imposing additional restrictions.

2. The ALJ's RFC determination limiting plaintiff to a reduced range of light work, including no more than
four hours of standing and walking, was supported by substantial evidence and did not require remand.

3. The ALJ's evaluation of plaintiff's subjective statements was not patently wrong because the ALJ
considered the complaints and related evidence and reasonably found them inconsistent with the largely
mild-to-moderate objective findings.

4. The Commissioner's final decision was supported by substantial evidence, and plaintiff was not entitled
to reversal or remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In reviewing an ALJ’s decision, the Court “will not reweigh the evidence, resolve debatable evidentiary
conflicts, determine credibility, or substitute [its] judgment for the ALJ’s determination so long as substantial
evidence supports it.”” (Discussion § A)

“Substantial evidence is “such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a
conclusion.”” (Discussion § A)

“As long as an ALJ gives specific reasons supported by the record, [the Court] will not overturn a credibility
determination unless it is patently wrong.” (Discussion § B.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleged disability based on a hernia, inability to lift more than ten pounds, left-side pain, and anemia.
The ALJ found degenerative joint disease of the right ankle and knees and varicose veins with venous
insufficiency to be severe impairments, but determined that plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for
a reduced range of light work. The medical record contained generally mild to moderate objective abnormalities,
including knee, ankle, and lumbar degenerative changes, while examinations documented some antalgic gait,
swelling, pain, and reduced right-ankle function but also generally preserved strength, sensation, and mobility.
The ALJ found that plaintiff could perform a significant number of jobs in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff protectively applied for SSI on October 21, 2020. The Social Security Administration denied the
application initially and on reconsideration; following a March 29, 2022 hearing, the ALJ determined that
plaintiff was not disabled. The Appeals Council denied review on November 29, 2022, making the ALJ's
decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court denied plaintiff's motion for summary judgment,
granted the Commissioner's motion, and directed entry of judgment for the Commissioner.
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