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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland remanded a Social Security
Administration decision denying George Karle III’s claims for disability insurance benefits and
supplemental security income. The court held that the ALJ failed to adequately consider and explain
the effects of the plaintiff’s mental impairments, including PTSD, anxiety, and depression, in assessing
his residual functional capacity. The judgment was reversed and remanded for further proceedings
under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Social
Security Administration's final decision denying disability insurance
benefits and supplemental security income. The court reviewed the
parties' dispositive filings without a hearing and remanded for further
administrative proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the ALJ's decision is supported by
substantial evidence and reached through application of the correct
legal standards. The court may not reweigh conflicting evidence, make
credibility determinations, or substitute its judgment for that of the
ALJ.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately considered Plaintiff's mental impairments, including non-severe
impairments, when determining his residual functional capacity.

2. Whether the ALJ's RFC assessment was supported by substantial evidence and adequately explained in
light of conflicts in the record.

3. Whether the court needed to decide whether the ALJ correctly classified Plaintiff's mental impairments
as non-severe at step two.

HOLDINGS

1. An ALJ must consider all medically determinable impairments, including impairments found non-severe
at step two, when assessing a claimant's RFC, and must identify the functional limitations resulting from
those impairments.

2. An RFC assessment must be accompanied by a narrative discussion identifying the supporting evidence
and logically connecting that evidence to the RFC conclusion; unexplained evidentiary conflicts that
frustrate meaningful review require remand.

3. The court need not decide whether the ALJ correctly found Plaintiff's mental impairments non-severe
because the RFC assessment independently required remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An RFC assessment is ‘more detailed’ than a special-technique analysis—to determine RFC, the ALJ must
‘itemiz[e]’ any functional deficits resulting from the limitations identified during the special-technique
analysis.” (Opinion Analysis, Section IV)

“The ALJ “must both identify evidence that supports her conclusion and build an accurate and logical bridge
from [that] evidence to her conclusion.”” (Opinion Analysis, Section IV)

“The record as a whole demonstrates too many conflicts that tend to support Plaintiff’s mental health claims
without an adequate explanation in the RFC assessment.” (Opinion Analysis, Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for DIB and SSI based on alleged disability and had severe physical impairments including
diabetes mellitus, a peripheral circulatory disorder, a foot callous, lesser-toe amputation, and a flat left foot with
a pulled tendon. The ALJ found PTSD and anxiety disorder non-severe and did not address Plaintiff's later-
diagnosed major depressive disorder in the step-two analysis. The record also contained Plaintiff's reports of
functional and social limitations, treatment-provider evidence, and portions of a consultative examination
suggesting that his social interaction and adaptation could be affected by emotional disturbance.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed applications for DIB and SSI on August 30, 2022, alleging disability beginning October 16, 2020.
The SSA denied the applications initially and on reconsideration. After a May 21, 2024 telephonic hearing, the
ALJ denied benefits; the Appeals Council denied review on April 8, 2025, making the ALJ's decision final.
Plaintiff filed this action on June 2, 2025. The district court reversed and remanded under sentence four of 42
U.S.C. § 405(g).

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings, including a proper assessment and explanation of Plaintiff's RFC that considers
all medically determinable mental impairments, including those found non-severe, and addresses the conflicting
evidence in the record. The court did not direct a particular disability finding.
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