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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York adopted a magistrate judge’s

Report-Recommendation in an action challenging the denial of Social Security disability insurance

benefits and supplemental security income. The court granted the plaintiff’s cross-motion, denied the

Commissioner’s cross-motion, reversed the Commissioner’s decision, and remanded for further

proceedings.
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Plaintiff sought review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's denial of Social Security disability insurance benefits
and supplemental security income. The matter was referred to a
magistrate judge, whose Report-Recommendation recommended
granting plaintiff's cross-motion, denying the Commissioner's cross-
motion, and reversing and remanding the Commissioner's decision.
With no objections filed, the district court reviewed the Report-

Recommendation for clear error and adopted it.

The district court reviews preserved objections to a magistrate judge's
findings and recommendations de novo under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)
(C), and unobjected-to findings and recommendations for clear error.

Unpublished district court memorandum-decision and order; generally

nonprecedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What standard of review governs a magistrate judge's Report-Recommendation when the parties file no
objections?
2. Whether the magistrate judge's recommendation to reverse and remand the Commissioner's decision

should be adopted after clear-error review.

3. Whether an apparent misstatement in the Report-Recommendation concerning the vocational expert's

treatment of plaintiff's light-related limitations required correction or affected the disposition.

HOLDINGS

1. When no party properly objects to a magistrate judge's Report-Recommendation, the district court

reviews the recommendation for clear error rather than de novo review.

2. The Report-Recommendation was adopted in all respects; plaintiff's cross-motion was granted, the
Commissioner's cross-motion was denied, and the Commissioner's decision was reversed and remanded

for further proceedings.

3. The apparent misstatement was harmless and did not warrant altering the recommendation because the

intended meaning was clear from context and no party objected.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court has reviewed the Report-Recommendation for clear error and found none.”

“the Commissioner’s decision is reversed and remanded for further proceedings”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Commissioner denied plaintiff's application for Social Security disability insurance benefits and
supplemental security income. In recommending remand, the magistrate judge concluded, among other things,
that the vocational expert had addressed plaintiff's light-related limitation using conditions that differed from the
administrative law judge's finding. The district court noted that the Report-Recommendation appeared to contain
a misstatement concerning whether the vocational expert imposed more or less restrictive light-related
conditions, but found the error harmless because the intended meaning was clear from context and no party

objected.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this action challenging the denial of Social Security disability insurance benefits and supplemental

security income. Magistrate Judge Paul J. Evangelista issued a Report-Recommendation on December 5, 2025,



recommending reversal and remand for further proceedings. Neither party objected, so the district court
reviewed the recommendation for clear error, found none, adopted it, granted plaintiff's cross-motion, denied the

Commissioner's cross-motion, and entered judgment closing the case.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner's decision is reversed and remanded for further proceedings consistent with the adopted

Report-Recommendation.
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