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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois reviews a denial of the plaintiff’s
application for Social Security Disability Insurance benefits under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court
addresses challenges to the ALJ’s assessment of the plaintiff’s mental and physical residual functional
capacity, including alleged limitations involving concentration, mental impairments, and left-arm
overhead lifting.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois

WRITING FOR THE COURT Reona J. Daly

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois

DECIDED March 26, 2026

DOCKET 25-cv-28-RJD

DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying her application for Disability
Insurance Benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the ALJ's findings were supported by
substantial evidence and whether the ALJ applied the correct legal
standards. It could not reweigh evidence, resolve evidentiary conflicts,
decide credibility questions anew, or substitute its judgment for the
ALJ's. The ALJ's evaluation of subjective symptoms would be
disturbed only if patently wrong, meaning lacking any explanation or
support.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to include mild mental-function limitations identified at Step 2 in the
RFC or vocational hypothetical.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective complaints and medical evidence
concerning her inability to lift her left arm overhead and other physical limitations.

3. Whether the vocational expert's testimony concerning the production-worker position was erroneous
and, if so, whether any error was harmless because the ALJ also found Plaintiff capable of performing
her past work as a surgical technician.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err by omitting mental limitations from the RFC because the mild limitations identified
at Step 2 were not supported by the medical record or medical opinions, and the ALJ adequately
explained his evaluation of Plaintiff's mental complaints.

2. The ALJ did not err in assessing Plaintiff's subjective complaints or physical RFC because the decision
reasonably relied on generally normal or improved objective findings and medical opinions that
accounted for Plaintiff's shoulder and left-side complaints but did not identify additional restrictions.

3. Any asserted error concerning the production-worker testimony was harmless because the ALJ
independently found that Plaintiff could perform her past relevant work as a surgical technician.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, this Court must determine not whether Plaintiff was, in fact, disabled at the relevant time but whether
the ALJ’s findings were supported by substantial evidence and whether any errors of law were made.” (Page
2)

“In sum, while the ALJ did not devote a separate section in Step 4 discussing the reasons for not
incorporating Plaintiff’s mild mental limitations into the RFC, he adequately explained those reasons
throughout his discussion of Plaintiff’s medical records, reports of subjective symptoms, and medical opinions
by engaging in a combined analysis of Plaintiff’s physical and mental impairments.” (Page 14)

“Accordingly, any error in the VE’s testimony is harmless.” (Page 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Crystal B. applied for Disability Insurance Benefits, alleging physical and mental limitations following an
adverse reaction to a Moderna COVID-19 vaccination, including neuropathy, weakness, left shoulder



limitations, anxiety, and depression. The ALJ found severe physical impairments but found anxiety and
depression nonsevere, with only mild limitations in the four Paragraph B domains, and assessed an RFC for light
work with postural and environmental restrictions. The ALJ found that Plaintiff could perform her past relevant
work as a production worker or surgical technician. The district court concluded that the RFC and symptom
evaluation were adequately supported by normal or improved examinations and medical opinions that did not
identify additional mental, lifting, or manipulative restrictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits on March 29, 2022, alleging disability beginning August 31,
2021. After a hearing on August 29, 2023, the ALJ denied benefits on September 15, 2023. The Appeals Council
denied review on November 7, 2024, making the ALJ's decision final and appealable. The district court affirmed
the Commissioner's decision and dismissed the action with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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