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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland remands a Social Security disability case

for further consideration. The court concludes that the Administrative Law Judge improperly

discounted the claimant’s depressive symptoms based on objective medical findings and improperly

relied on work history before and after the claimed closed period of disability.
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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 for a closed period. The

parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment.

The Court must uphold the SSA's decision if it is supported by

substantial evidence and the agency employed proper legal standards.
unpublished district court opinion; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ improperly discounted the intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of Plaintiff's

depressive symptoms by relying on objective medical findings.

2. Whether the ALJ improperly relied on Plaintiff's work history before and after the closed period to

assess his ability to work during the closed period.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ committed legal error by relying on objective medical evidence, including generally normal
mental-status findings, to discount Plaintiff's subjective symptoms of depression after finding that

depression was a medically determinable severe impairment.

2. The ALJ improperly relied on Plaintiff's employment before and after the closed period to discount his

allegations without explaining how that work demonstrated an ability to work during the closed period.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At the second step, generally, the plaintiff is not required to produce objective evidence of the pain itself or

its intensity.” (at 5)

“In closed period cases, the ALJ should consider evidence within the closed period of disability to determine
whether [p]laintiff was entitled to benefits for that limited duration.” (at 7)

“such evidence must be viewed ‘with caution,’ as it should only be considered to support a finding of

disability during the relevant period.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability during a closed period from June 19, 2013, through March 22, 2019, based primarily
on schizoaffective disorder, depression, and autism. He had been psychiatrically hospitalized in May 2013 for
suicidal ideation and auditory hallucinations, reported continuing difficulties with concentration, memory,
depression, and hallucinations, and underwent several medication changes. The ALJ found that Plaintiff retained
the residual functional capacity for a restricted range of work and relied in part on medical findings and

Plaintiff's employment before and after the closed period.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed disability claims in 2013, and the claims were denied through multiple administrative decisions,
Appeals Council remands, and hearings. After the Appeals Council denied review of a 2022 ALJ decision, this
Court remanded the case on October 3, 2023. Following another hearing, the ALJ again found Plaintiff not
disabled for any twelve-month period from June 19, 2013, through March 22, 2019. The Court denied both
parties' motions for summary judgment, vacated the SSA's decision, and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The SSA's decision is vacated, and the case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion,
including reconsideration of the evaluation of Plaintiff's depressive symptoms and the use of work history

outside the closed period.
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