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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Billy J. Stafford’s motion

for summary judgment and dismissed his complaint for lack of exhaustion. The court held that the

Appeals Council did not abuse its discretion by dismissing Stafford’s request for review as untimely,

because he filed it more than five months after the deadline and provided no corroborating evidence

that he received the administrative law judge’s decision late. The court directed the Clerk to enter

judgment for the Commissioner and close the case.
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dismissed

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
dismissal by the Social Security Appeals Council of his untimely
request for review of an administrative law judge's denial of
supplemental security income benefits. The parties consented to final
judgment by a United States Magistrate Judge. Plaintiff moved for

summary judgment.

The court reviews the Appeals Council's dismissal of an untimely
request for review for abuse of discretion as to the overall conclusion

and substantial evidence as to any underlying fact.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had jurisdiction to review the Appeals Council's dismissal of Plaintiff's request

for review as untimely.

2. Whether the Appeals Council abused its discretion by dismissing Plaintiff's request for review as
untimely after Plaintiff failed to rebut the five-day receipt presumption or establish good cause for an

extension.

3. Whether the court could reach the merits of Plaintiff's challenge to the ALJ's disability determination

despite the Appeals Council's procedural dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The Appeals Council's dismissal of an untimely request for review constitutes a final decision made after

a hearing under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), giving the federal court jurisdiction to review the dismissal.

2. In the ordinary case, the court must restrict its review to the procedural ground on which the Appeals
Council dismissed the request and should not decide the underlying disability merits before the agency

has had an opportunity to address them.

3. The Appeals Council did not abuse its discretion by dismissing Plaintiff's request for review because the
request was filed after the 60-day deadline plus the five-day receipt period, and Plaintiff presented no

corroborating evidence rebutting the receipt presumption or establishing good cause.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, in an ordinary case, a court should restrict its review to the procedural ground that was the
basis for the Appeals Council dismissal and (if necessary) allow the agency to address any residual

substantive questions in the first instance.” (587 U.S. at 488)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for supplemental security income benefits in 2021 and appeared at the administrative hearing
without representation. The ALJ attempted to obtain medical records from Loma Linda Hospital but received a
response indicating that there was no record of treatment, and Plaintiff did not show that he submitted the
records. The ALJ denied benefits on July 24, 2024. Plaintiff requested Appeals Council review on March 3,
2025, asserting that he did not receive the ALJ's decision until January 30, 2025, but he provided no

corroborating evidence and did not respond to the Appeals Council's request for a statement of good cause.
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The ALJ denied Plaintiff's supplemental security income application on July 24, 2024. Plaintiff requested

Appeals Council review on March 3, 2025, more than five months after the applicable deadline; the Appeals

Council dismissed the request as untimely and found no good cause to extend the filing period. Plaintiff then

filed this action, and after an extension of time filed a motion for summary judgment. The court denied the

motion and dismissed the complaint for lack of exhaustion.
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