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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania remanded Nathaniel Aaron
Finkin’s Social Security disability case for further consideration. The court held that the ALJ failed to
adequately explain why the claimant’s repeated reports and medical-record evidence of severe fatigue
were not credited or incorporated into the residual functional capacity assessment. The court did not
reach the claimant’s separate challenge to the evaluation of a consultative examiner’s opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated and articulated the reasons for rejecting or failing to
accommodate the claimant's subjective complaints of work-preclusive fatigue.

2. Whether the ALJ's RFC determination was supported by substantial evidence when it included no
limitations for off-task time, rest, or absenteeism related to fatigue.

3. Whether the ALJ's failure to explain the omission of fatigue-related limitations required remand.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ failed to satisfy the duty of articulation because the decision did not specifically explain why
the claimant's consistent statements about work-preclusive fatigue were not credited despite medical
records and third-party evidence corroborating those statements.

2. The RFC was not adequately supported because it included no accommodation for fatigue-related off-
task time or absenteeism and the ALJ did not explain that omission.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At a minimum, this duty of articulation requires the ALJ to draw a legal and logical bridge between any
factual findings and the final conclusion denying the disability claim.” (at 2)

“On this record, the ALJ simply has not created a logical bridge between the evidence summarized in the
decision and the limitations in the RFC which are completely devoid of any accommodation for these
symptoms.” (at 29)

“It is axiomatic that the ALJ's decision must be accompanied by “a clear and satisfactory explication of the
basis on which it rests.”” (at 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Nathaniel Finkin alleged that type 2 diabetes and related symptoms, especially chronic fatigue, prevented him
from sustaining full-time work. He testified that he fell asleep at his desk, needed to rest after working for
approximately an hour, and took multiple daily naps; his former employer similarly reported that fatigue and
frequent bathroom breaks made him unable to complete basic shifts. Medical records repeatedly documented
significant or “crushing” fatigue, including a need to stop driving to nap, but the ALJ adopted an RFC with no
limitation for off-task time, rest, or absenteeism attributable to fatigue.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Finkin applied for disability insurance benefits, alleging disability beginning April 2, 2021, primarily because of
diabetes-related fatigue and frequent urination. After a hearing on December 18, 2023, the ALJ denied benefits
on February 8, 2024. Finkin sought judicial review, arguing in part that the ALJ failed to address his need to rest
or lie down during the day. The district court vacated the Commissioner's decision and remanded for a new
administrative hearing.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must conduct a new administrative hearing and further consider and evaluate the evidence,
including the claimant's fatigue, the medical evidence documenting fatigue, third-party corroboration, and
whether fatigue warrants limitations for off-task time, rest, or absenteeism. The opinion does not direct a
particular ultimate disability determination.
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