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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina affirmed the Commissioner
of Social Security’s denial of Brittany Byrd Phillips’s application for disability insurance benefits. The
court held that the administrative law judge applied the correct legal standards, supported the
determination with substantial evidence, adequately evaluated Phillips’s subjective symptoms, and
was not required to order a consultative psychological examination.
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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 reviews the Commissioner's factual findings for substantial
evidence and reviews legal conclusions to ensure that the correct legal
standards were applied. It may not reweigh conflicting evidence, make
credibility determinations, or substitute its judgment for that of the
Commissioner.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive
authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the finding that Phillips's subjective statements concerning the
intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of her symptoms were inconsistent with the record.

2. Whether the ALJ was required to order a psychological consultative examination to develop the
administrative record.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ sufficiently explained why Phillips's subjective reports were not fully consistent with the
medical evidence and other record evidence, and the ALJ's explanation provided an accurate and logical
bridge from the evidence to the conclusion.

2. The ALJ was not required to order a psychological consultative examination because the administrative
record was sufficient to permit an informed determination of disability.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the substantial-evidence standard, a court looks to an existing administrative record and asks
whether it contains sufficient evidence to support the agency’s factual determinations.” (Legal Standard)

“Where conflicting evidence allows reasonable minds to differ as to whether a claimant is disabled, the
responsibility for that decision falls on the [ALJ].” (Legal Standard)

“The Court is therefore satisfied that the ALJ built “an accurate and logical bridge from the evidence to [his]
conclusion,”” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Phillips applied for disability insurance benefits based on physical and mental impairments, including diabetes,
anxiety and obsessive-compulsive disorders, obesity, gastrointestinal and nervous-system disorders, and
osteoarthrosis. The ALJ found that she could perform a full range of work at all exertional levels subject to
nonexertional limitations permitting only simple, repetitive work with no public interaction and occasional
interaction with supervisors and coworkers. Although Phillips reported severe anxiety, panic attacks, difficulty
leaving home, lack of motivation, and brain fog, the record also showed some in-person visits, household
activities, financial-management abilities, periods of improved anxiety, and inconsistent medication compliance.
Two psychological consultants concluded that she could work with limitations.
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Phillips applied for Title II disability insurance benefits, alleging disability beginning May 1, 2019. Her claim
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June 18, 2024. The Appeals Council denied review on June 13, 2025, making the ALJ's decision the
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