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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses judicial review of the Commissioner of Social Security’s
denial of Donald W.’s claims for Supplemental Security Income and Disability Insurance Benefits.
The court recommends affirming the Commissioner’s decision, concluding that the Appeals Council
properly considered the additional evidence and that substantial evidence supported the ALJ’s
evaluation of the claimant’s symptoms, daily activities, and residual functional capacity. The
recommendation was issued by a United States Magistrate Judge in the District of South Carolina on
January 13, 2026.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of South Carolina

WRITING FOR THE COURT Paige J. Gossett

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of South Carolina

DECIDED January 13, 2026

DOCKET 0:24-7022-RMG-PJG

DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought review under 42 U.S.C. §§ 405(g) and 1383(c)(3) of
the Commissioner's denial of Social Security benefits. The magistrate
judge issued a Report and Recommendation recommending that the
Commissioner's decision be affirmed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's final decision to determine
whether it is supported by substantial evidence and whether the correct
legal standards were applied. The court may not reweigh conflicting
evidence, make credibility determinations, or substitute its judgment
for the Commissioner's. Appeals Council evidence must be considered
when it is new, material, and relates to the period on or before the
ALJ's decision; remand is warranted if the record as a whole, including
qualifying new evidence, does not support the Commissioner's
decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Appeals Council erred by refusing to find that post-decision medical records concerning a
spinal cord stimulator related to the period on or before the ALJ's decision and required remand.

2. Whether the Appeals Council's treatment of evidence predating the ALJ's decision warranted remand.

3. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's evaluation of Plaintiff's subjective complaints of pain
and the effect of his daily activities.

HOLDINGS

1. The Appeals Council did not err in finding that the post-decision evidence did not relate to the relevant
period. The record indicated that Plaintiff's interest in a spinal cord stimulator arose after a less effective
May 21, 2024 injection and did not show that his condition or treatment effectiveness had worsened
before May 17, 2024.

2. Plaintiff failed to show that remand was warranted based on the evidence predating the ALJ's decision
because he did not respond to the Commissioner's good-cause argument or otherwise establish the
regulatory basis for consideration of that evidence.

3. The Commissioner's decision was supported by substantial evidence and was reached through
application of the correct legal standards. The ALJ adequately evaluated Plaintiff's subjective complaints
using the required two-step process and permissibly considered the medical evidence, treatment
response, and daily activities.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In light of the . . . inconsistencies [between Plaintiff’s testimony and the medical evidence], particularly the
relatively conservative treatment of the claimant’s symptoms, as well as the claimant’s level of daily activity, I
cannot find the claimant’s allegation that he is incapable of all work activity to be consistent with the medical
evidence of record.” (Tr. 48-49)

“Meaningful review is frustrated—and remand necessary—only where [the court is] unable to fathom the
[ALJ’s] rationale in relation to evidence in the record.” (Tr. 49)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning December 7, 2018, based primarily on chronic thoracic and other spine-
related pain, with an alleged inability to complete a full workday. During the relevant period, Plaintiff received
injections, radiofrequency ablations, medications, physical therapy, and other conservative treatments, with
variable but often adequate relief. After the ALJ's decision, Plaintiff submitted records concerning continued
pain and approval for a spinal cord stimulator trial, but the court found no evidence that his condition or
treatment effectiveness had worsened before the relevant period ended. The ALJ limited Plaintiff to less than the
full range of sedentary work and identified jobs available in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The ALJ denied Plaintiff's applications for Supplemental Security Income and Disability Insurance Benefits on
May 17, 2024, finding that Plaintiff could perform a reduced range of sedentary work and could perform jobs
existing in the national economy. The Appeals Council denied review on October 2, 2024. Plaintiff then sought
judicial review, arguing that the Appeals Council failed to properly consider new evidence and that the ALJ
improperly evaluated his subjective complaints and daily activities. The magistrate judge recommended
affirmance.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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