UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Michelle Lynn Venaziano v. Commissioner of Social Security

Venaziano - No. 3:25-CV-01165-JJH - Decided April 22, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Michelle Lynn Venaziano’s challenge to the

Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of her applications for Disability Insurance Benefits,

Supplemental Security Income, and a period of disability. The magistrate judge recommends affirming

the Commissioner’s decision, concluding that the administrative law judge’s residual functional

capacity assessment and evaluation of medical and state-agency opinions were supported by

substantial evidence.
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Report and recommendation on judicial review of the Commissioner's
final decision denying applications for a Period of Disability,

Disability Insurance Benefits, and Supplemental Security Income.

The court reviews whether the Commissioner's decision is supported
by substantial evidence and made under proper legal standards. It does
not reweigh evidence, make credibility determinations, or review the

evidence de novo, and must review the record as a whole.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment adequately accounted for the state-agency

psychologists' limitation to superficial interaction.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of Dr. Ahmed's medical opinion under the

revised Social Security medical-opinion regulations.

3. Whether substantial evidence and proper legal standards supported the Commissioner's determination

that Venaziano was not disabled.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately explained the partially persuasive treatment of the state-agency psychologists'
opinions and sufficiently accounted for the supported social-interaction limitations through restrictions
including occasional interaction, less-than-occasional interaction outside the scope of employment, and

avoidance of tandem work.

2. The ALJ adequately considered the supportability and consistency of Dr. Ahmed's opinion and
reasonably found it only partially persuasive.

3. The Commissioner's final decision denying benefits was supported by substantial evidence and applied

proper legal standards; the magistrate judge therefore recommended affirmance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“No principle of administrative law or common sense requires us to remand a case in quest of a perfect

opinion unless there is reason to believe that the remand might lead to a different result.” (Tr. 35)

“Tandem tasks “logically require more than superficial interpersonal contact. This is a restriction on the

quality of interpersonal contact.”” (Tr. 36)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Venaziano alleged disability based primarily on bipolar disorder, severe depression, personality disorder, and
anxiety, later amending her alleged onset date to June 1, 2021. The medical record reflected recurring anxiety
and depressive symptoms, medication changes, counseling, and generally normal cognition and thought
processes on examinations, with periods of improvement, stable mood, increased activity, and no breakthrough
anxiety. A treating psychiatrist offered an extreme, work-preclusive functional assessment, while state-agency
psychologists found moderate mental limitations and capacity for work with restrictions. The ALJ found severe
physical and mental impairments but determined that Venaziano could perform restricted light work and other

jobs existing in significant numbers.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Venaziano applied for disability benefits in February 2023. After the applications were denied initially and on
reconsideration, an ALJ held a hearing on May 2, 2024, and found her not disabled. The Appeals Council denied
review on April 30, 2025, making the ALJ's decision final. Venaziano filed this action under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g),

and the parties completed briefing. The magistrate judge recommended affirming the Commissioner's decision.
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