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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut reviews the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of Gina B.’s application for disability insurance benefits. The court denies the
plaintiff’s motion to reverse or remand and grants the Commissioner’s motion to affirm, concluding
that the administrative law judge applied the correct legal standards and that the decision was
supported by substantial evidence.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's denial of Social Security disability benefits and
moved to reverse or remand. The Commissioner moved to affirm.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the Commissioner applied the correct
legal principles and whether the decision was supported by substantial
evidence. The Commissioner's factual findings were conclusive if
supported by substantial evidence, and the court could not conduct a
de novo disability determination, reweigh the evidence, or substitute
its judgment for that of the ALJ.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence and
free of legal error.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly evaluated the medical opinion evidence under the supportability and
consistency regulations.

3. Whether the ALJ failed to develop the administrative record by formulating the RFC without relying on
additional treating-source opinions.

4. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to include limitations for off-task behavior, absenteeism, or the need to
lie down in the RFC.

5. Whether hypothetical limitations posed to the vocational expert were binding on the RFC determination.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's RFC determination was supported by substantial evidence and did not contain legal error; the
court therefore declined to disturb the Commissioner's decision.

2. The ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinions under the applicable regulations by addressing
supportability and consistency and reasonably explained why portions of some opinions were persuasive
while other portions were not.

3. The ALJ did not fail to develop the record because the administrative record contained sufficient
evidence from which the ALJ could assess Plaintiff's RFC.

4. The ALJ did not err by declining to include additional limitations for off-task behavior, absenteeism, or
the need to lie down.

5. The ALJ was not required to include every limitation mentioned in a hypothetical posed to the
vocational expert in the final RFC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“She can understand, remember, and carry out simple instructions with occasional contact with the public,
coworkers, and supervisors in an environment with occasional simple changes.” (R. 36)

“The ALJ relied on sufficient medical evidence, including one medical opinion, which assessed Plaintiff to be
functionally able to work light jobs.” (R. 42-43)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability from anxiety disorder, major depressive disorder, PTSD, fibromyalgia, and POTS,
with an onset date of August 1, 2019, and a date last insured of December 31, 2021. The ALJ found that Plaintiff
had not engaged in substantial gainful activity, had severe mental and physical impairments, and retained the
residual functional capacity for light work with environmental, hazard, social, and instructional limitations. The



administrative record reflected generally conservative treatment, generally unremarkable physical examinations,
a steady coordinated gait, and mental-health findings showing largely stable symptoms and intact or adequate
cognitive functioning. The court concluded that substantial evidence supported the ALJ's evaluation of the
medical opinions, symptoms, RFC, and vocational evidence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Title II disability insurance benefits alleging disability beginning August 1, 2019. The
application was denied initially and on reconsideration; following a November 9, 2023 administrative hearing,
the ALJ denied the claim on December 21, 2023. The Appeals Council denied review on September 26, 2024.
Plaintiff filed this action on November 26, 2024. The court denied Plaintiff's motion to reverse or remand and
granted the Commissioner's motion to affirm.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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