UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Matthew C. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Matthew C. - No. 3:25-CV-00010 (VAB) - Decided March 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The document is a ruling and order from the United States District Court for the District of
Connecticut addressing a Social Security claimant’s appeal under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court
considers whether the Administrative Law Judge adequately developed the record and properly
evaluated medical-source opinions. The court denies the claimant’s motion to reverse and grants the

Commissioner’s motion to affirm.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner's final

decision denying the plaintiff's applications for disability insurance

benefits and supplemental security income benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviews the Commissioner's decision as an appellate
function and determines whether the correct legal principles were
applied and whether the conclusions are supported by substantial
evidence in the record as a whole. The court may not make a de novo
disability determination. Substantial evidence is more than a mere
scintilla and means such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might

accept as adequate to support a conclusion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the ALJ adequately developed the administrative record.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the medical source opinions, including the treating psychiatrist's

more restrictive opinion and the state agency consultants' opinions.

3. Whether the plaintiff was entitled to reversal and remand for calculation of benefits or further

proceedings.

4. Whether the plaintiff was entitled to attorney's fees under the Equal Access to Justice Act.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately developed the record because it contained extensive treatment records and medical

source opinions covering the relevant period, with no obvious gaps requiring additional evidence.

2. The ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinions by considering their supportability and consistency,
reasonably discounting Dr. Owen's October 2023 restrictive opinion and relying in part on the state

agency consultants' opinions.

3. Reversal for calculation of benefits was not warranted because the record did not contain persuasive
proof of disability making further proceedings pointless, and substantial evidence supported the

Commissioner's decision.

4. The plaintiff was not entitled to attorney's fees under the Equal Access to Justice Act because he was not

a prevailing party.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence is ‘more than a mere scintilla.’” (II)

“It means such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”

(D)

“Even if there was evidence in the record to show that Matthew C.’s conditions were worsening considerably
towards the end of 2023, the record does not show that Matthew C. was experiencing such symptoms with the

consistency and longevity necessary to establish disability.” (I11.B.ii)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Matthew C. alleged disability based primarily on generalized anxiety disorder, autism spectrum disorder,
depressive disorder, attention deficit disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and alcohol use disorder
in remission. His treatment records reflected fluctuating anxiety and depression, occasional panic attacks,
situational stressors, marijuana use, and periods of functional improvement, including attending classes,
shopping, pursuing employment, working part-time in food delivery, and reporting stabilized anxiety. His

treating psychiatrist, Dr. Kim Owen, supplied increasingly restrictive opinions, including an October 2023



opinion that he would be off-task for more than thirty percent of the workday and unable to sustain full-time
work. The ALJ found severe anxiety disorder and autism spectrum disorder but determined that the plaintiff
retained the residual functional capacity for simple, routine, repetitive work with limited social interaction and

other non-exertional restrictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiff applied for Title II disability insurance benefits and Title XVI supplemental security income
benefits, alleging disability beginning January 1, 2017. An administrative law judge denied the claims, the
Appeals Council denied review, and the ALIJ's decision became the Commissioner's final decision. The plaintiff
moved to reverse and remand, while the Commissioner moved for an order affirming the decision. The district
court denied the plaintiff's motion, granted the Commissioner's motion, denied the request for Equal Access to

Justice Act fees, entered judgment for the Commissioner, and closed the case.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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