UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Ruben A. v. SSA Commissioner

Ruben A. - No. 24-cv-07137-TSH - Decided October 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California denies Plaintiff Ruben A.’s
motion for summary judgment and grants the Commissioner of Social Security’s cross-motion. The
court holds that Plaintiff did not meet or medically equal Listing 3.02 for chronic respiratory disorders
and addresses his challenges to the residual functional capacity assessment, medical-source opinion

evaluation, and treatment of his subjective respiratory-symptom testimony.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the

Commissioner of Social Security's denial of disability insurance
benefits and supplemental security income. The parties filed cross-
motions for summary judgment, and the matter was submitted without

oral argument.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's decision under 42 U.S.C. §
405(g) and may disturb it only if it is unsupported by substantial
evidence or based on improper legal standards. The court must
consider the entire administrative record, defer to the ALJ when the
evidence reasonably supports either outcome, and uphold an otherwise
supported decision despite harmless error.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court opinion
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly determined that Plaintiff's respiratory impairment did not meet or medically

equal Listing 3.02.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective allegations of respiratory dysfunction.

3. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment adequately accounted for Plaintiff's cognitive

dysfunction and extreme obesity.

4. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of treating pulmonologist Peter Kao's medical

H

1.

opinion.

OLDINGS

The ALJ did not err in determining that Plaintiff's respiratory impairment did not meet Listing 3.02A

because each of the identified FEV1 measurements exceeded the applicable listing threshold.

. Plaintiff failed to establish that obesity combined with pulmonary dysfunction medically equaled Listing
3.02.

3. The ALJ provided legally sufficient clear and convincing reasons for finding that Plaintiff's allegations

concerning the intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of his respiratory symptoms were not entirely
consistent with the record.

4. The ALJ properly formulated the RFC because the record supported limitations to simple work with

K

limited changes, no production-paced work, and specified exertional, postural, environmental, and
hazard restrictions, while the regulations did not require every impairment to be translated into an
additional RFC limitation.

. The ALJ properly found Dr. Kao's opinion not persuasive because it was inadequately supported and
inconsistent with other evidence, including Plaintiff's pulmonary testing, reported use of his breathing
device, part-time work, physical examinations, activities, and the limited treatment relationship
described in the record.

EY QUOTATIONS

“The Commissioner’s decision will be disturbed only if it is not supported by substantial evidence or if it is
based on the application of improper legal standards.” (at 3)

“A claimant must “present medical findings equal in severity to all the criteria for the one most similar listed

impairment” to establish equivalency.” (at 18)



“The “ALJ cannot reject an examining or treating doctor’s opinion as unsupported or inconsistent without

providing an explanation supported by substantial evidence.”” (at 49)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based principally on respiratory dysfunction, obesity, cognitive limitations, and related
impairments. He had severe obesity, obstructive airway disease, obstructive sleep apnea, diaphragm weakness,
and progressively declining pulmonary-function measurements, but his FEV1 measurements remained above the
technical threshold for Listing 3.02A. His treating pulmonologist, Dr. Peter Kao, opined that Plaintiff was unable
to work and had extensive exertional and other limitations. The ALJ nevertheless found that Plaintiff could
perform a restricted range of simple light work, and the district court upheld that determination based on the
administrative record, treatment gaps, examination findings, daily activities, part-time work, and the ALJ's

evaluation of the medical opinions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed applications for disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income in September 2021,
alleging disability beginning May 6, 2020. After denial at the initial and reconsideration levels, an ALJ held a
hearing on October 24, 2023 and issued an unfavorable decision on December 5, 2023. The Appeals Council
denied review on August 13, 2024. The district court denied Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment and

granted the Commissioner's cross-motion.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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