UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW
YORK

Jacob M. v. Commissioner of Social Security

No. 1:23-cv-00481-TK (W.D.N.Y. Dec. 22, 2025) - No. 1:23-cv-00481 TK - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York reviewed the Commissioner of
Social Security’s partial denial of Plaintiff’s applications for child’s disability benefits and
supplemental security income. The court upheld the Administrative Law Judge’s residual functional
capacity assessment and evaluation of the medical opinion evidence, denied Plaintiff’s motion for

judgment on the pleadings, and granted the Commissioner’s motion.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review of the Commissioner's partially

unfavorable decision on his application for child disability benefits
and supplemental security income. The parties filed cross-motions for
judgment on the pleadings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court conducted plenary review of the administrative record to
determine whether substantial evidence supported the Commissioner's
decision and whether the correct legal standards were applied. The
Commissioner's factual findings were conclusive if supported by
substantial evidence, defined as more than a mere scintilla and such

relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's specific residual-functional-capacity limitations

concerning hand manipulation and interaction with coworkers, supervisors, and the public.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinion evidence, particularly the treating psychiatrist

Dr. Martin's opinion, under the supportability and consistency requirements.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not commit reversible error by limiting Plaintiff to occasional interaction with others in the
workplace and precluding contact with the general public. The more restrictive public-contact limitation

was supported by Plaintiff's testimony and did not require remand.

2. The ALJ did not improperly substitute lay judgment for medical opinion by finding that Plaintiff could
frequently perform gross and fine manipulation. The RFC finding was supported by the record as a

whole and did not warrant remand.

3. The ALJ properly evaluated Dr. Martin's opinion by addressing its supportability and consistency and
reasonably found it unpersuasive. The court found no error requiring remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“we conduct a plenary review of the administrative record to determine if there is substantial evidence,
considering the record as a whole, to support the Commissioner's decision and if the correct legal standards

have been applied.” (at 4)

“It is ordinarily not reversible error for an ALJ to give a claimant the benefit of the doubt by imposing

limitations that are more favorable to the claimant than the medical evidence suggests.” (at 7)

“An ALJ's conclusion need not perfectly correspond with any of the opinions of medical sources cited in his

decision.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that anxiety, panic attacks, obsessive-compulsive disorder, depressive disorder, attention deficit
disorder, complex regional pain syndrome, carpal tunnel syndrome, and sciatica prevented sustained
employment. The ALJ found severe impairments but determined that Plaintiff retained the capacity for a
restricted range of light work with limitations on manipulation, postural activities, workplace interactions, stress,
and contact with the public. Relying on vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ found that Plaintiff could perform

jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff applied for benefits in July 2020, alleging disability beginning January 26, 2018. Following

administrative denials and a December 14, 2021 hearing, the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on December
28, 2021. The Appeals Council issued the Commissioner's final decision on March 31, 2023. The district court
denied Plaintiff's motion for judgment on the pleadings, granted the Commissioner's motion, and directed entry

of judgment for Defendant.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The Clerk was directed to enter judgment in favor of Defendant.
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