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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana reviews Alyssa Nicole Stremme’s
challenge to the denial of Social Security disability insurance benefits and supplemental security
income. The court concludes that the ALJ failed to adequately explain the handling of Plaintiff’s mild
mental-functioning limitations, particularly in concentration, persistence, or pace and interaction with
others, and failed to account for those limitations in the residual functional capacity assessment. The
court remands the case to the Social Security Administration for further proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review of the Commissioner of Social
Security's denial of disability insurance benefits and supplemental
security income after an Administrative Law Judge found her not
disabled and the Appeals Council denied review.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews the Commissioner's factual findings for substantial
evidence, conducts a critical review of the evidence, and may not
reweigh the evidence, resolve conflicts, determine credibility, or
substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's. The ALJ must build a
logical bridge between the evidence and the conclusions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the finding that Plaintiff had mild limitations in concentration,
persistence, or pace and incorporated those limitations into the RFC.

2. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the finding that Plaintiff had a mild limitation in interacting with
others and incorporated that limitation into the RFC.

3. Whether the ALJ's failure to explain the treatment of the mental-functioning limitations was harmless
error.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ failed to provide a sufficient explanation for finding mild limitations in concentration,
persistence, or pace because the decision did not explain how evidence that Plaintiff was alert and
answered questions during appointments affected her ability to sustain work-related tasks.

2. The ALJ did not adequately explain why Plaintiff's mild limitation in interacting with others required no
corresponding RFC restriction.

3. The error was not harmless because the court could not predict with great confidence what the result of
remand would be.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As a general rule, both the hypothetical posed to the VE and the ALJ’s RFC assessment must incorporate all
of the claimant’s limitations supported by the medical record.”

“While the Court accords great deference to the ALJ’s findings, it may not rubber-stamp them, and the ALJ
must build a logical bridge between the evidence and his conclusions.”

“Omitting the restrictions without any explanation constitutes a reversible error.”

“The ALJ either had to account for them in the RFC or explain why the limitations did not warrant additional
restrictions.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based primarily on chronic pain, degenerative changes in the lumbar and cervical
spine, migraines, carpal tunnel syndrome, sciatica, anxiety, and depression. The ALJ found severe physical
impairments, nonsevere anxiety and depression, and an RFC for light work with physical and environmental
restrictions but no mental restrictions. Although the ALJ found Plaintiff mildly limited in interacting with others



and in concentrating, persisting, or maintaining pace, the decision did not explain how those limitations affected
her ability to sustain full-time work or why they required no RFC restrictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income, alleging disability beginning
in May 2017. An ALJ applied the five-step disability analysis and found that Plaintiff was not disabled because
she could perform her past relevant work as a home health worker. The Appeals Council denied review, making
the ALJ's decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court reversed and remanded for further
administrative proceedings because the ALJ did not adequately explain how mild mental-functioning limitations
were evaluated or incorporated into the residual functional capacity.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The matter is remanded to the Social Security Administration for further proceedings. On remand, the ALJ
should identify Plaintiff's mental-functioning limitations with greater specificity and explain what, if any,
corresponding restrictions must be included in the RFC, particularly regarding interaction with others and
concentration, persistence, or pace.
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