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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of California reviewed a Social Security disability determination concerning the

claimant's residual functional capacity and mental impairments. The court remanded under sentence

four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) because the ALJ did not adequately explain why the claimant's limitation in

interacting with others applied only to the public and not to supervisors and coworkers.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
Dennis M. Cota

United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
April 28, 2025

2:24-CV-1704-DMC

reversed_and_remanded

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying disability benefits for the
period from January 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008. The parties filed

cross-motions for summary judgment.

The court reviews the Commissioner's final decision for proper legal
standards and substantial evidence in the record as a whole.
Substantial evidence is more than a mere scintilla but less than a
preponderance; where evidence permits more than one rational
interpretation and one supports the Commissioner's decision, the
decision must be affirmed. The court may set the decision aside when
an improper legal standard was applied or the findings lack substantial
evidentiary support.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity finding was supported by substantial evidence when the
ALJ found a moderate limitation in interacting with others but limited only interaction with the public

and did not address supervisors or coworkers.

2. Whether remand under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) was warranted for further development of

the record and additional findings.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ failed to support the exclusion of limitations on interactions with supervisors and coworkers.
Because the ALJ found that Christenson was limited in interacting with 'others' but did not explain why
that limitation applied only to the public, the residual functional capacity finding was internally

insufficient and required remand.

2. The matter was remanded under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for further development of the
record and further findings addressing why limitations on interaction with supervisors and coworkers

were not included.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ALJ’s conclusion provides no insight as to why he simultaneously and inconsistently found Christensen
moderately limited in his ability to interact with others but not limited whatsoever in his ability to interact

with supervisors or coworkers.” (at 9)

“The ALJ, however, does not offer any explanation or citation to the record to indicate why limitations in
interactions with “others” includes only interactions with the public and not supervisors and co-workers.” (at
10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Christenson alleged disability beginning January 1, 2007, and had a date last insured of June 30, 2008. The ALJ
found severe impairments including a left below-the-knee amputation, ventricular tachycardia, major depressive
disorder, and generalized anxiety disorder, but determined that Christenson retained the capacity for sedentary
work with restrictions, including occasional interaction with the public. The ALJ also found Christenson
moderately limited in interacting with others but did not impose corresponding limitations concerning
supervisors or coworkers. The district court concluded that the ALJ failed to explain why the limitation
concerning interaction with others applied only to the public.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Christenson applied for Social Security benefits on May 8, 2018, alleging disability beginning January 1, 2007.
After the application and reconsideration denials, an administrative hearing was held on December 20, 2022,
followed by a supplemental hearing on May 23, 2023. The ALJ issued a decision in June 2024 finding
Christenson not disabled through his date last insured of June 30, 2008, although disabled as of May 8, 2018.
The Appeals Council declined review on November 22, 2023. The district court granted Christenson's motion for
summary judgment, denied the Commissioner's motion, reversed the final decision, and remanded under
sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must conduct further proceedings, including further development of the record and/or

findings explaining why a limitation concerning interaction with coworkers and the public, or other interaction
limitations, was not included in light of the ALIJ's finding that Christenson was limited in interacting with

'others."
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