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SUMMARY

This document is a magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendation in a Social Security disability
benefits action in the Southern District of Florida. The plaintiff challenges the Administrative Law
Judge’s partially favorable decision, arguing that the residual functional capacity assessment and
evaluation of her symptoms were not supported by substantial evidence. The excerpt addresses
motions for summary judgment and analyzes the alleged limitations arising from the plaintiff’s knee,
spinal, neurological, fibromyalgia, and mental impairments.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on the parties' cross-motions for summary
judgment in an action seeking judicial review under 42 U.S.C. §
405(g) of the Commissioner's partially favorable Social Security
disability determination.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's factual findings to determine
whether they are supported by substantial evidence and whether the
correct legal standards were applied. The court may not decide facts
anew, reweigh the evidence, or substitute its judgment for the
Commissioner's. Legal conclusions receive no presumption of validity,
and failure to apply the correct law or provide sufficient reasoning
requires reversal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual functional capacity finding for the period
from July 1, 2020, through December 12, 2023.

2. Whether the ALJ reversibly erred by not expressly discussing an August 2023 neurological evaluation.

3. Whether the ALJ properly considered Castillo's cervical, lumbar, knee, and other physical impairments
in combination.

4. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Castillo's subjective complaints of pain and other symptoms.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's RFC finding was supported by substantial evidence because the ALJ considered the record as
a whole and incorporated restrictions addressing Castillo's impairments.

2. Failure to identify every alleged impairment as severe at step two is not reversible error when the ALJ
identifies at least one severe impairment and proceeds through the sequential evaluation, provided all
impairments are considered at later steps.

3. The ALJ's failure to expressly discuss the August 2023 neurological evaluation did not require remand
because an ALJ need not discuss every piece of evidence and Castillo did not explain how the evaluation
established additional work-related limitations.

4. The ALJ properly evaluated Castillo's subjective complaints, and the evaluation was supported by
substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ALJ found that Plaintiff’s “medically determinable impairments could reasonably be expected to cause
the alleged symptoms; however, [Plaintiff’s] statements concerning the intensity, persistence and limiting
effects of these symptoms are not entirely consistent with the medical evidence and other evidence in the
record for the reasons explained in this decision.”” (R. 29)

“The Court finds that the RFC is supported by substantial evidence. And, “[u]nder a substantial evidence
standard of review, [the claimant] must do more than point to evidence in the record that supports her
position; she must show the absence of substantial evidence supporting the ALJ’s conclusion.”” (R. 35-36)

“Based on the foregoing, the Court RECOMMENDS as follows: 1. The Court finds that the record contains
substantial evidence to support the denial of benefits to Plaintiff. Thus, the Court recommends that the



decision of the Commissioner be AFFIRMED.” (R. 24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Castillo alleged disability based on physical and mental impairments including fibromyalgia, osteoarthritis,
spinal disorders, obesity, anxiety, depression, and related symptoms. The ALJ determined that she had the
residual functional capacity for light work with postural, environmental, and mental limitations, and found that
jobs existed in significant numbers in the national economy before December 13, 2023. Castillo argued that the
RFC failed to account for her knee, neurological, cervical, lumbar, and subjective symptom evidence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Castillo filed Title II and Title XVI applications alleging disability beginning July 1, 2020. The claims were
initially denied and denied on reconsideration. After a March 2024 hearing, the ALJ found Castillo not disabled
from July 1, 2020, through December 12, 2023, but disabled beginning December 13, 2023. The Appeals
Council denied review on February 11, 2025. Castillo sought review in the district court and moved for summary
judgment; the Commissioner filed a cross-motion. The magistrate judge recommended denying Castillo's motion
and granting the Commissioner's motion.
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