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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania reviews Elizabeth Nicole

Marshall’s appeal from the denial of her application for Social Security disability insurance benefits.

The court concludes that the Administrative Law Judge’s findings and residual functional capacity

determination are supported by substantial evidence and affirms the Commissioner’s decision.
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1:25-CV-480

affirmed

Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner of

Social Security's denial of Title IT disability insurance benefits.

The court reviews the Commissioner's factual findings to determine
whether they are supported by substantial evidence and reviews legal
issues de novo or plenarily. The court may not reweigh the evidence or
substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ, but must determine whether
the ALJ applied the correct law and adequately articulated the reasons

for the decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding at step two that Marshall's physical
impairments were non-severe.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the state-agency medical and psychological opinions despite

receiving additional medical evidence after the consultants' reviews.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the decision to find the opinions of Dr. Corum and Jacob Sterner,
PT, unpersuasive.

4. Whether the ALJ's evaluation of Marshall's subjective symptoms was supported by substantial evidence

and adequately articulated.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's finding that Marshall's physical impairments were non-severe was supported by substantial

evidence and did not require a remand.

2. The mere existence of substantial medical evidence submitted after the state-agency consultants' reviews
did not establish that reliance on their opinions was improper or require remand.

3. The ALJ adequately explained why the opinions of Dr. Corum and Jacob Sterner were unpersuasive, and

the evaluation of the medical opinions was supported by substantial evidence.

4. The ALJ's evaluation of Marshall's alleged symptoms was supported by substantial evidence and

adequately explained.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence “does not mean a large or considerable amount of evidence, but rather such relevant

evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”” (16)

“Thus, the question before us is not whether the claimant is disabled, but rather whether the Commissioner’s

finding that he or she is not disabled is supported by substantial evidence and was based upon a correct
application of the law.” (18)

“This does not require the ALJ to use “magic” words, but rather the ALJ must discuss the evidence and

explain the reasoning behind his or her decision with more than just conclusory statements.” (18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marshall applied for Title II disability insurance benefits, alleging disability from chronic back and neck pain,
degenerative disc disease, scoliosis, arthritis, upper- and lower-extremity symptoms, diabetes, PTSD, and other

impairments. During the relevant period, she underwent left shoulder surgery, treatment for a dog bite and left



ring-finger impairment, and left carpal tunnel release, while medical records also documented various
degenerative conditions and largely normal or improved examination findings. The ALJ found that Marshall's
severe mental impairments did not meet a listing, that her physical impairments were non-severe, and that she
retained the residual functional capacity for work at all exertional levels with mental limitations. Based on

vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ found she could perform work as a laundry sorter, marker, or mailer sorter.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Marshall applied for disability insurance benefits, alleging disability beginning February 10, 2022. After a
hearing on April 15, 2024, an administrative law judge denied the claim on May 16, 2024, finding that Marshall
had severe mental impairments but no severe physical impairment, and that she could perform other work
existing in the national economy. Marshall appealed to the district court, arguing that the ALJ's decision was not
supported by substantial evidence, particularly regarding the severity of her physical impairments, medical
opinions, and subjective symptoms. The district court affirmed the Commissioner's decision and denied the
appeal.
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