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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee reviews a Social Security
disability determination under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court holds that the administrative law judge
inadequately explained the standing and walking limitations adopted in the residual functional
capacity assessment and failed to address a consultative examiner’s sitting limitation. The matter is
remanded under sentence four of § 405(g) for further proceedings and a new decision.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying Social Security benefits. The
parties consented to magistrate-judge jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §
636(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether substantial evidence supports the ALJ's
factual findings and whether the Commissioner applied the relevant
legal standards. It may not conduct de novo review, resolve
evidentiary conflicts, or decide credibility questions. A decision
supported by substantial evidence will not be upheld, however, if the
Social Security Administration failed to follow its own regulations and
the error prejudiced the claimant or deprived her of a substantial right.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the basis for limiting Burton's standing and walking to two to
four hours in an eight-hour workday.

2. Whether the ALJ adequately addressed the consultative examiner's opinion that Burton was limited to
four to six hours of sitting in an eight-hour workday.

3. Whether the ALJ's failure to explain the adopted residual-functional-capacity limitations required
remand under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's statement that he selected a midpoint between conflicting medical opinions did not adequately
explain why the adopted two-to-four-hour standing and walking limitation accurately reflected Burton's
functional capacity.

2. The ALJ erred by failing to state whether he considered the consultative examiner's opinion that Burton
could sit only four to six hours in an eight-hour workday and, if considered, why he rejected that
limitation.

3. Remand to the Commissioner was required because the ALJ failed to conform to the relevant legal
standards when explaining Burton's residual functional capacity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A review of the Commissioner’s findings is narrow. The Court is limited to determining (1) whether
substantial evidence supported the factual findings of the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) and (2) whether
the Commissioner conformed to the relevant legal standards.” (Analysis, Section I)

“At the same time, an ALJ must adequately explain why he chose to include the specific limitations that he did
in formulating a claimant’s RFC so that the Court can then conduct a meaningful review of the ALJ’s
decision.” (Analysis, Section II)

“The problem presented by the ALJ’s failure to provide a more meaningful explanation of why he adopted the
standing and walking limitations that he did for Claimant is further complicated by his failure to address the
sitting limitations imposed by Dr. Wilson.” (Analysis, Section II)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The state-agency reviewers opined that Burton could stand and walk for approximately six hours in an eight-
hour workday, while consultative examiner Woodrow Wilson opined that she could stand and walk for two to
four hours each per day and sit for four to six hours. The ALJ limited Burton's standing and walking to two to
four hours per eight-hour workday, describing that limitation as a midpoint between the medical opinions, but



did not adequately explain the basis for that choice. The ALJ also posed a vocational-expert hypothetical
assuming that Burton could sit for eight hours and did not explain whether or why he rejected Wilson's sitting
limitation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Burton filed this action on April 24, 2025, challenging the Commissioner's final administrative decision. She
argued that the ALJ inadequately explained the standing and walking limitations in her residual functional
capacity and failed to address a consultative examiner's sitting limitation. After briefing and oral argument, the
court remanded the matter to the Commissioner under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner shall further develop the record if necessary to determine whether Burton is disabled, offer
her a new hearing, explain with specificity the sitting, standing, and walking limitations adopted in formulating
her residual functional capacity in light of the record evidence, and issue a new decision.
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