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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio reviews the denial of Carla M.'s
application for Social Security disability insurance benefits. The court considers challenges to the
administrative law judge's step-two findings, residual functional capacity assessment, evaluation of
medical-source opinions, and vocational-expert testimony. The court overrules the plaintiff's statement
of errors and affirms the Commissioner's decision.
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COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio, Eastern
Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Elizabeth A. Preston Deavers
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying her application for disability
insurance benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court must affirm the Commissioner's decision if it is supported
by substantial evidence and was made pursuant to proper legal
standards. Substantial evidence is more than a scintilla but less than a
preponderance and is such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind
might accept as adequate. The Court must consider evidence that
detracts from the Commissioner's decision but may not reweigh the
evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the Commissioner.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE persuasive

PARTIES Carla M. v. Commissioner of Social Security

TOPICS



judicial review of agency action agency adjudication administrative law

PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability administrative law judicial review of agency action

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred in evaluating the severity of Plaintiff's impairments at step two of the sequential
evaluation.

2. Whether the ALJ considered all severe and non-severe impairments when formulating Plaintiff's residual
functional capacity.

3. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinions and prior administrative medical findings
under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

4. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding that Plaintiff could perform medium work.

5. Whether the hypothetical question posed to the vocational expert required remand because it did not
expressly include the medium-exertional limitation.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not commit reversible error by classifying some impairments as non-severe because the
ALJ identified other severe impairments and continued through the remaining steps of the sequential
evaluation.

2. The ALJ adequately considered the effects of Plaintiff's physical and mental impairments, including
alleged non-severe impairments, when formulating the residual functional capacity.

3. The ALJ adequately addressed the supportability and consistency of the opinions of Dr. Kurpita, Dr.
Viers, and the state-agency reviewers, and substantial evidence supported the resulting persuasiveness
findings.

4. Substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding that Plaintiff retained the capacity to perform medium
work with specified mental and social limitations.

5. The ALJ's failure to expressly include the medium-exertional limitation in the hypothetical question was
not reversible error because the vocational expert identified jobs at the medium exertional level and the
omission did not alter the outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court must affirm the Commissioner’s decision if it ‘is supported by substantial evidence and was made
pursuant to proper legal standards.’” (at 5)

“the foundation of the ALJ's RFC does not have to be a physician's medical opinion, so long as the ALJ
sufficiently “make[s] a connection between the evidence relied on and the conclusion reached.”” (at 25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleged disability beginning October 17, 2016, based on mental-health conditions, spinal conditions,
obesity, thyroid disease, cardiac symptoms, gastrointestinal conditions, and sleep disorders. The ALJ found
severe impairments consisting of obesity, degenerative disc and joint disease of the spine, affective disorders,
and an anxiety disorder with panic, but found that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for medium
work with mental and social limitations. Relying on vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ found that Plaintiff
could perform work existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits, and the application was denied initially and on reconsideration.
After a hearing, an ALJ denied benefits, and the Appeals Council denied review. In an earlier action, the parties
jointly moved for remand, and the Court remanded the matter for further proceedings. On remand, a second ALJ
again denied benefits. Plaintiff filed this action without seeking further Appeals Council review, and the Court
overruled her statements of error and affirmed the Commissioner's decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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