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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon reviewed the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of Caron Cox’s application for Disability Insurance Benefits. The court rejected
challenges concerning development of the record, step-two and step-three findings, evaluation of
symptom testimony, and the step-five vocational analysis. The court affirmed the Commissioner’s
decision.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Caron C. sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying Disability Insurance Benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviews whether the ALJ's findings are supported by
substantial evidence in the record as a whole and are free from legal
error. The court may not substitute its judgment for the ALJ's where
the evidence is in equipoise and may not affirm on a ground the
agency did not invoke.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ failed to develop the record or denied Plaintiff due process by failing to obtain
additional pre-date-last-insured evidence or call a medical expert.

2. Whether the ALJ harmfully erred at step two by finding that obstructive sleep apnea and bilateral-hand
osteoarthritis were not severe impairments.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated whether Plaintiff's impairments met or medically equaled a listed
impairment at step three.

4. Whether the ALJ provided legally sufficient reasons for discounting Plaintiff's symptom testimony.

5. Whether the ALJ's step-five vocational finding was supported by a complete hypothetical and substantial
evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not fail to develop the record or deny Plaintiff due process because the record contained
medical evidence from the relevant period and Plaintiff did not show that the evidence was ambiguous
or inadequate.

2. The ALJ did not err in finding that Plaintiff's obstructive sleep apnea and bilateral-hand osteoarthritis
were not severe impairments during the relevant period.

3. The ALJ reasonably determined that Plaintiff's impairments did not meet or medically equal a listed
impairment during the relevant period.

4. The ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence for finding
that Plaintiff's symptom allegations were not fully consistent with the record.

5. The ALJ's step-five finding was supported by substantial evidence because Plaintiff's challenge to the
hypothetical depended on limitations that the ALJ reasonably rejected.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At step two of the disability evaluation process, the ALJ decides whether a claimant’s impairment, or
combination of impairments, is “severe” within the meaning of the Regulations.” (8)

“If a hypothetical to a vocational expert does not reflect all the claimant’s limitations, it “has not evidentiary
value to support a finding that the claimant can perform jobs in the national economy.”” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits under Title II, alleging disability beginning October 1, 2020,
although her date last insured was March 31, 2013. The ALJ considered records from before the date last
insured, found degenerative joint disease of the right knee and obesity severe, and determined that Plaintiff
retained the capacity for a restricted range of light work. The ALJ found that Plaintiff could not perform past
relevant work but could perform jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy. The district court
upheld the ALJ's treatment of the medical evidence, symptom testimony, listing analysis, and vocational
evidence.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff protectively filed an application for Disability Insurance Benefits, which was denied. After a hearing,
the Administrative Law Judge denied benefits, and the Appeals Council declined to alter the decision, making it
the Commissioner's final determination. The district court reviewed the administrative record and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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