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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York reviewed the Commissioner's
denial of Shana H.'s application for Social Security disability insurance benefits. The court held that
the administrative law judge's findings, including the residual functional capacity assessment,
evaluation of medical opinions, and step-five vocational determination, were supported by substantial
evidence. Plaintiff's motion for judgment on the pleadings was denied, Defendant's motion was
granted, and the Commissioner's decision was affirmed.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Action under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) seeking review of the
Commissioner's denial of disability insurance benefits. The parties
filed cross-motions for judgment on the pleadings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner applied the correct legal
standards and whether the decision is supported by substantial
evidence; it may not determine disability de novo. The court considers
the whole record, including evidence detracting from the
Commissioner's decision, but must sustain the decision if supported by
substantial evidence even where substantial evidence could support a
contrary result.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred at step two by failing to find Plaintiff's reported memory issues to be a severe
impairment or apply the special technique for evaluating mental impairments.

2. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was unsupported because it did not include
specific manipulative limitations for diabetic neuropathy and carpal tunnel syndrome.

3. Whether the ALJ improperly evaluated the consistency of treating provider Dr. Shannon Comley's
medical opinion.

4. Whether an incomplete or typographical sentence in the ALJ's discussion of the state agency consultants
required remand.

5. Whether the ALJ erred at step five by relying on vocational-expert testimony and finding that Plaintiff
could perform cashier work existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

6. Whether any alleged step-four error warranted remand despite the supported step-five finding.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err by declining to apply the special technique for mental impairments because Plaintiff
did not establish a medically determinable impairment causing the reported memory issues.

2. The ALJ's failure to include specific manipulative limitations did not warrant remand because Plaintiff
did not identify medical evidence or a proposed functional limitation establishing that more restrictive
limitations were required.

3. The ALJ adequately evaluated the consistency of Dr. Comley's opinion with the other evidence and
sufficiently explained why the opinion was not persuasive.

4. The ALJ's step-five determination was supported by substantial evidence because the vocational expert
testified that a person with Plaintiff's RFC could perform cashier work, and more than 465,000 such
positions existed nationally.

5. Any alleged step-four error was harmless because the ALJ's step-five finding was supported by
substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, the Commissioner’s determination will be reversed only if the correct legal standards were not
applied, or it was not supported by substantial evidence.” (at 3)

“Because the ALJ’s finding that Plaintiff could perform at least the cashier position was supported by
substantial evidence, the Court, finds that the ALJ’s Step Five determination is supported by substantial
evidence.” (at 15)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, born in 1984, had worked as a billing clerk and restaurant server and alleged disability based on
diabetes, neuropathy, pregnancy, carpal tunnel syndrome, sleep apnea, memory issues, and thyroid disease. The
ALJ found severe impairments including diabetes mellitus, diabetic neuropathy, a history of carpal tunnel
syndrome, and a lumbar compression deformity, but found that Plaintiff retained the capacity for light work with
additional postural and hazard limitations. Plaintiff reported daily activities including texting, emailing, and data
entry work, and a vocational expert identified cashier work and other jobs available in significant numbers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff's application for disability insurance benefits was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a
hearing, the ALJ found Plaintiff not disabled on January 16, 2024. The Appeals Council denied review on
August 1, 2024, making the ALJ's decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court denied
Plaintiff's motion for judgment on the pleadings, granted Defendant's motion, affirmed the denial of benefits, and
dismissed the complaint.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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