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SUMMARY

This proposed findings and recommended disposition addresses Richard Vernon Moore’s appeal of the
Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of disability insurance benefits and supplemental security
income. The magistrate judge concluded that the Commissioner’s decision was supported by
substantial evidence and was not affected by legal error, recommending that the decision be affirmed
and the complaint dismissed with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se claimant sought judicial review of the Commissioner of Social
Security's final decision denying disability insurance benefits and
supplemental security income. The magistrate judge recommended
affirming the Commissioner's decision and dismissing the complaint
with prejudice, subject to review by the assigned district judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner's decision is supported
by substantial evidence on the record as a whole and whether the
claimant was denied benefits because of legal error. Substantial
evidence is relevant evidence that a reasonable mind would accept as
adequate to support a conclusion. The court must consider evidence
detracting from the Commissioner's decision as well as evidence
supporting it, but may not reverse merely because substantial evidence
would support an opposite decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Commissioner's denial of disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income
was supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole and was free of legal error.

2. Whether the ALJ failed to develop the administrative record by not ordering additional testing or
medical examinations concerning alleged neuropathy following a spinal cord injury.

3. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was supported by the medical evidence and
the record as a whole.

HOLDINGS

1. A claimant challenging the development of the record must show both that the ALJ failed to develop
necessary evidence and that the failure caused unfairness or prejudice. Moore showed neither, and the
existing record was sufficient for an informed disability determination.

2. The Commissioner's determination that Moore was not disabled was supported by substantial evidence
on the record as a whole and was not based on legal error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This review function is extremely limited. The court’s function on review is to determine whether the
Commissioner’s decision is supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole and to analyze
whether Plaintiff was denied benefits due to legal error.”

“The test is whether there is substantial evidence on the record as a whole which supports the decision of the
ALJ.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Moore alleged disability beginning August 3, 2021, based on physical and mental impairments arising in part
from prior spinal, hip, and shoulder problems and related surgeries. The ALJ found severe impairments
involving the cervical and lumbosacral spine, a chronic T9 compression fracture, shoulder disorders, thyroid
disorder, alcohol use disorder, anxiety, intermittent explosive disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, and an
affective mood disorder. The ALJ limited Moore to a reduced range of sedentary work with physical,



environmental, social, and adaptive restrictions, and relied on vocational-expert testimony identifying jobs he
could perform. The magistrate judge concluded that the record, including more than 1,000 pages of medical
evidence and largely normal examinations, supported the ALJ's findings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Administrative Law Judge found that Moore was not disabled because, despite his impairments, he retained
the residual functional capacity to perform a reduced range of sedentary work and could perform jobs existing in
significant numbers in the national economy. The Appeals Council denied review, making the ALJ's decision the
Commissioner's final decision. The magistrate judge initially recommended a Sentence Six remand under 42
U.S.C. § 405(g), but the presiding district judge disagreed and referred the case back for consideration of
whether substantial evidence supported the Commissioner's decision. The magistrate judge then recommended
affirmance and dismissal with prejudice.
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