UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Darryl Hammer v. Commissioner of Social Security

Hammer - No. 3:25-CV-01119-CEH - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio reviewed the Commissioner of

Social Security’s denial of Darryl Hammer’s applications for Supplemental Security Income and

Disability Insurance Benefits. The court rejected challenges concerning an alleged conflict between

the residual functional capacity and vocational-expert testimony and the evaluation of State agency

psychological opinions. The court affirmed the Commissioner’s nondisability determination and

dismissed the complaint.
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Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner's final
decision denying applications for Supplemental Security Income and

Disability Insurance Benefits.

The court reviews whether the Commissioner's decision is supported
by substantial evidence and was made under proper legal standards. A
supported decision must be affirmed even if the reviewing court would

have reached a different result.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's step-five finding was unsupported because the identified jobs required depth

perception allegedly inconsistent with Hammer's limitation against work requiring binocular vision.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly evaluated the State agency psychological consultants' findings and thereby

adopted a mental residual functional capacity unsupported by substantial evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err in finding that Hammer could perform the identified jobs. The DOT's depth-
perception requirements did not create an apparent conflict with the vocational expert's testimony
because the expert testified that the jobs could be performed within the RFC, and Hammer failed to

identify record evidence establishing an actual depth-perception limitation.

2. The ALJ reasonably evaluated the State agency psychological consultants' opinions and permissibly
limited Hammer to occasional interaction with supervisors, coworkers, and the general public, while

requiring superficial interaction only with coworkers and the public.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court’s review “is limited to determining whether the Commissioner’s decision is supported by

substantial evidence and was made pursuant to proper legal standards.”” (PagelD #: 56)

““[S]ubstantial evidence is defined as ‘more than a scintilla of evidence but less than a preponderance; it is
such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.’”” (PagelD
#: 56)

“While Plaintiff frames his argument as challenging the ALJ’s failure to resolve a conflict between the
vocational expert’s testimony and the DOT, there is no “apparent conflict” between the DOT and the expert’s

testimony.” (PagelD #: 65)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hammer alleged disability based principally on lumbar and thoracic spine impairments, left-eye vision loss, and
post-traumatic stress disorder. Medical records reflected degenerative spinal changes, left-eye visual impairment,
and some psychological symptoms, but also generally normal strength, intact sensation, cooperative
presentation, and no reported interpersonal conflicts with supervisors or coworkers in his past employment. The
ALJ limited Hammer to light work with postural, environmental, monocular-vision, and social-interaction

restrictions, and relied on vocational-expert testimony identifying three jobs available in significant numbers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Hammer applied for DIB and SSI, alleging disability beginning June 1, 2020. The applications were denied
initially and on reconsideration; after a February 22, 2024 hearing, the ALJ found that Hammer was not disabled.
The Appeals Council denied further review on April 22, 2025, making the ALJ's decision final. Hammer filed
this action on May 30, 2025, and the parties completed briefing. The court affirmed the Commissioner's decision

and dismissed the complaint.
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