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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey reviewed a pro se claimant’s appeal
from the Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of disability benefits. The court held that the
administrative law judge applied the proper sequential analysis and that the decision was supported by
substantial evidence, and therefore affirmed the Commissioner’s decision.
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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 his application for Social
Security Disability Insurance benefits and supplemental security
income.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews factual findings for substantial evidence and
reviews legal issues de novo or plenarily. It may not reweigh the
evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the Commissioner when
the decision is supported by substantial evidence. The claimant bears
the burden of showing harmful error.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court opinion with no stated precedential status
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judicial review of agency action administrative law disability definition

PRACTICE AREAS



Social Security administrative law disability benefits

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's finding that Plaintiff was not disabled was supported by substantial evidence.

2. Whether the ALJ properly applied the Social Security Act's five-step sequential evaluation process.

3. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was supported by substantial evidence.

4. Whether the ALJ was required to treat Plaintiff's earlier disability determination following a 2007
motorcycle accident as binding for the later alleged disability period.

HOLDINGS

1. The Commissioner's decision must be affirmed because the ALJ followed the required sequential
evaluation and the findings, including the residual functional capacity and step-five determination, were
supported by substantial evidence.

2. The ALJ properly applied the Commissioner's five-step sequential analysis for determining disability.

3. The ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment limiting Plaintiff to sedentary work with additional
postural, environmental, and assistive-device restrictions was supported by substantial evidence.

4. An earlier disability determination concerning a different period is not binding on the ALJ when
evaluating a subsequent period of alleged disability.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ALJ found that Plaintiff’s medically determinable impairments could reasonably be expected to cause
the alleged symptoms; but that Plaintiff’s statements regarding intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of
those symptoms were not entirely consistent with the medical evidence and other evidence in the record,” (R.
36-39)

“It is clear to the Court, that the ALJ’s analysis and evidence relied upon clearly meets the low “more than a
scintilla” bar it must in order to constitute substantial evidence.” (11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning March 20, 2021, based on venous disease, obesity, degenerative joint
disease of the hips and knees, complications from hernia surgery, gout, and related difficulty walking. He had
past work as a building maintenance worker, groundskeeper, carpenter's helper, and glazier, and stopped working
in March 2021. The ALJ found severe impairments but determined that Plaintiff retained the residual functional
capacity for sedentary work with additional restrictions and could perform other jobs existing in significant
numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff's applications were denied initially and on reconsideration. After a hearing, the ALJ determined that
Plaintiff was not disabled, and the Appeals Council affirmed. Plaintiff timely appealed to the district court,
which reviewed the administrative record and affirmed the Commissioner's decision.
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