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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York denied Plaintiff Shane S.’s
motion for judgment on the pleadings and granted the Commissioner of Social Security’s cross-
motion. The court upheld the administrative law judge’s determination that Plaintiff was not disabled
for purposes of Disability Insurance Benefits, concluding that the ALJ properly considered Plaintiff’s
impairments and formulated a residual functional capacity supported by substantial evidence.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(c) in an action under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) seeking
review of the Commissioner's denial of Disability Insurance Benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner applied the correct legal
standards and whether the decision is supported by substantial
evidence. The court may not reweigh evidence or decide de novo
whether the claimant is disabled.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished or nonprecedential district court decision; no published
reporter citation appears in the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to consider Plaintiff's non-severe physical impairments and associated
limitations in formulating the residual functional capacity.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly based the residual functional capacity on lay interpretation of the evidence
and failed to provide a sufficient narrative explanation.

3. Whether remand was required because the ALJ did not perform an explicit function-by-function analysis
of the residual functional capacity.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ was not required to analyze Plaintiff's non-severe physical impairments again in the residual
functional capacity discussion because the ALJ found that those impairments caused no exertional or
nonexertional limitations and therefore imposed no restrictions on work activities.

2. The ALJ did not improperly substitute lay judgment for medical opinion and adequately supported the
RFC with substantial evidence from the complete record, including treatment records, examinations,
activities, testimony, and medical-source opinions.

3. An explicit function-by-function analysis is not required where the ALJ applied the correct legal
standards, sufficiently discussed the evidence, and reached an RFC determination supported by
substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[Plaintiff] is limited to simple, routine, repetitive tasks; simple work- related decisions with occasional
interactions with supervisors, coworkers, and the general public, and occasional changes to the work setting
and routine.” (AR at 1250)

“In short, the ALJ applied the appropriate legal standards, formulated an RFC that was supported by
substantial evidence, and included a narrative discussion that described the evidence supporting each of his
conclusions, including by citing to specific medical facts and nonmedical evidence.” (Discussion)

“For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff Shane S.’s motion for judgment on the pleadings [ECF No. 6] is denied,
and the Commissioner’s motion for judgment on the pleadings [ECF No. 8] is granted.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning October 8, 2020, primarily based on PTSD, depression, and anxiety, and
also identified several physical conditions, including carpal tunnel syndrome. After remand proceedings, the ALJ
found three severe mental impairments but found Plaintiff's physical impairments non-severe and imposed no
physical restrictions. The ALJ determined that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for work at all
exertional levels with limitations to simple, routine, repetitive tasks, simple work-related decisions, occasional



workplace interactions, and occasional changes, and found that jobs existed in significant numbers that Plaintiff
could perform.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits in February 2021 and was denied initially and on
reconsideration. An ALJ denied benefits in May 2022, after which the Appeals Council denied review; the
parties then stipulated to reversal and remand for further administrative proceedings. Following remand, the
Appeals Council returned the matter to the ALJ, who again found Plaintiff not disabled on June 27, 2024.
Plaintiff filed this action on October 28, 2024, and the parties filed cross-motions for judgment on the pleadings.
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