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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York reviewed the Commissioner of
Social Security’s denial of Joseph Y.’s applications for disabled child’s insurance benefits and
Supplemental Security Income. The court held that the ALJ’s residual functional capacity
determination was supported by substantial evidence, denied the plaintiff’s motion for judgment on the
pleadings, granted the Commissioner’s motion, and dismissed the complaint with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying disability-based child’s
insurance benefits and Supplemental Security Income. Both parties
moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's final decision to determine
whether it is supported by substantial evidence and based on the
correct legal standard. The court does not conduct a de novo disability
determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to include a limitation concerning interaction with supervisors in the
RFC.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly substituted lay judgment for medical opinion in determining Plaintiff's
RFC.

3. Whether the ALJ failed to consider Plaintiff's testimony, educational records, or vocational-expert
testimony concerning difficulty interacting with supervisors.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err by omitting a limitation on interaction with supervisors because the decision
sufficiently showed that the ALJ found no such limitation supported by the record.

2. The ALJ did not substitute lay judgment for medical expertise when formulating Plaintiff's RFC.

3. The ALJ did not err by failing to discuss vocational-expert testimony concerning a hypothetical
limitation involving supervisors because the ALJ determined, with substantial-evidence support, that
Plaintiff had no such limitation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In reviewing a final decision of the SSA, this Court is limited to determining whether the SSA’s conclusions
were supported by substantial evidence in the record and were based on a correct legal standard.”

“Substantial evidence means more than a mere scintilla. It means such relevant evidence as a reasonable
mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”

“The complaint is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE, and the Clerk of Court is directed to enter judgment and
close this case.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for child’s insurance benefits based on disability and Supplemental Security Income, alleging
disability beginning November 5, 2021. The ALJ found severe depressive, anxiety, neurocognitive, asthma, and
migraine-related impairments, but determined that none met or medically equaled a listed impairment. The ALJ
assigned an RFC for work at all exertional levels with some nonexertional limitations, including occasional
interaction with the public and coworkers, but no limitation in interacting with supervisors, and found that jobs
existed in significant numbers that Plaintiff could perform.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Administrative Law Judge denied Plaintiff's applications after a telephone hearing, finding that Plaintiff was
not disabled under the Social Security Act. The Appeals Council denied review. The district court denied



Plaintiff's motion for judgment on the pleadings, granted the Commissioner's motion, and dismissed the
complaint with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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