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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana reviews the denial of Lashonda
W.'s applications for Disability Insurance Benefits and Supplemental Security Income. The court holds
that the Administrative Law Judge adequately evaluated the medical evidence, assessed the claimant's
residual functional capacity, and addressed the alleged need for a service animal. The court affirms the
Commissioner's decision denying benefits.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the ALJ applied the correct legal standards
and whether the decision is supported by substantial evidence. The
court reviews the entire administrative record but may not reweigh
evidence, resolve evidentiary conflicts, determine credibility, or
substitute its judgment for the ALJ's. The ALJ must minimally
articulate the reasoning and build a logical bridge from the evidence to
the conclusions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the persuasiveness of the medical evidence and opinions under
20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

2. Whether the ALJ's RFC assessment failed to include physical limitations identified in a consultative
examination.

3. Whether the ALJ's treatment of Plaintiff's alleged need for a service or emotional-support animal
required remand.

4. Whether substantial evidence supported the Commissioner's denial of benefits.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately explained the persuasiveness of the opinions of the medical experts who testified at
the hearing by addressing their longitudinal review of the record, supporting rationale, questioning at the
hearing, and consistency with the clinical findings and treatment history.

2. The ALJ erred by stating that the consultative examination did not mention reduced range of motion or
right-upper-extremity limitations, but the error was harmless because the record permitted the court to
predict with great confidence that the ALJ would reach the same result on remand.

3. The RFC and the determination that Plaintiff could perform her past relevant work as a housekeeping
cleaner were supported by substantial evidence.

4. The ALJ did not commit reversible error in declining to include a service-animal limitation because
Plaintiff did not establish that an animal was medically necessary; any factual error concerning whether
the record mentioned an animal was harmless.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The RFC is the most someone “can do despite their mental and physical limitations.”” (AR 23)

“The use of a service dog must be medically necessary to be considered in an RFC assessment.” (AR 32)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning in June 2021 based principally on physical and mental impairments,
including depression, bipolar disorder, panic disorder, ADHD, PTSD, and various physical conditions. The ALJ
found several severe mental impairments but found the physical impairments non-severe, assessed an RFC for
work at all exertional levels with non-exertional restrictions, and determined that Plaintiff could perform her past



work as a housekeeping cleaner. Plaintiff also testified that an emotional support animal helped with anxiety,
depression, and PTSD, but the record did not establish that an animal was medically required.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for DIB and SSI, and the claims were denied initially and upon reconsideration. After two
hearings, the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on November 1, 2023. The Appeals Council denied review on
May 7, 2024, making the ALJ's decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court reviewed the
decision under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) and affirmed.
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