UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Tammy Gonsalez v. Commissioner of Social Security

Gonsalez - No. 2:23-cv-02721-SCR - Decided July 14, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California reviewed the Commissioner of

Social Security’s denial of Tammy Gonsalez’s application for disability insurance benefits. The court

denied Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment and granted the Commissioner’s cross-motion,

upholding the ALJ’s evaluation of Plaintiff’s subjective symptoms, medical opinions, residual

functional capacity, and step-five findings.
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Judicial review of the Commissioner's final decision denying
Plaintiff's application for disability insurance benefits; the parties filed

cross-motions for summary judgment.

The court upheld the Commissioner's decision if it was supported by
substantial evidence and the Commissioner applied the correct legal
standards. The court reviewed the administrative record as a whole,
could not substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's, and could
affirm only on the grounds stated by the ALJ. Harmless error did not
require reversal when the error was inconsequential to the ultimate

nondisability determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the ALJ provided legally sufficient, specific, clear, and convincing reasons for discounting

Plaintiff's subjective symptom testimony.

. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of the medical opinions of Dr. Wilson and Dr.

Dixit under the post-2017 Social Security regulations.

. Whether an isolated reference to light work constituted reversible error in the formulation of Plaintiff's

residual functional capacity.

. Whether the vocational expert's testimony established that a significant number of jobs existed in the

national economy that Plaintiff could perform, despite an incorrect DOT code for the touch-up screener

position.

. Whether new evidence submitted to the Appeals Council warranted remand.

HOLDINGS

1.

The ALJ properly discounted Plaintiff's subjective symptom testimony because the ALJ provided
specific, clear, and convincing reasons supported by substantial evidence, including inconsistency with
objective medical evidence, conservative or limited treatment, and daily activities inconsistent with the
alleged degree of impairment.

. The ALJ did not err in finding the opinions of Dr. Wilson and Dr. Dixit only partially persuasive because

the ALJ adequately addressed supportability and consistency and supported the evaluation with

substantial evidence.

. The ALJ's isolated reference to light work was a harmless typographical error because the decision

consistently found Plaintiff limited to sedentary work and the ALIJ's step-five analysis expressly relied

on a sedentary residual functional capacity.

. The ALJ did not err at step five because the vocational expert identified 28,000 jobs in the national

economy that Plaintiff could perform, a number sufficient under Ninth Circuit precedent, and the

incorrect DOT code for the touch-up screener position was harmless in context.

. The post-decision evaluation by Physician Assistant Hubbard did not warrant remand because it post-

dated the relevant period, was not shown to be retroactive, and did not create a reasonable probability of

changing the outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The ALJ’s credibility finding must be properly supported and sufficiently specific “an ALJ is not required to
believe every allegation of disabling pain, or else disability benefits would be available for the asking, a result
plainly contrary to the Social Security Act.”” (Analysis § VI.1)

“The Court has considered the ALJ’s decision and Plaintiff’s arguments and finds the ALJ’s decision is

supported by substantial evidence.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gonsalez alleged disability beginning March 11, 2019, based principally on lower-back and left-knee pain
following a workplace fall. The record included degenerative lumbar and knee conditions, chronic obstructive
pulmonary disorder, and morbid obesity, but examinations frequently showed normal gait, strength, sensation,
and range of motion, and an MRI showed mild-to-moderate degenerative changes without significant spinal
stenosis or central root compression. She testified that she could perform personal care, drive for short periods,
shop, and stand, walk, and sit for limited periods. The ALJ found that she could perform sedentary work with
restrictions and that jobs existed in significant numbers that she could perform.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits in July 2021. Her application was denied initially and on
reconsideration. Following a September 29, 2022 administrative hearing, the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision
on February 10, 2023, and the Appeals Council denied review on September 18, 2023. Plaintiff then filed this
action, and the district court denied her motion for summary judgment, granted the Commissioner's cross-
motion, and ordered entry of judgment for the Commissioner.
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