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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Kelvin W.’s appeal from the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of Social Security benefits. The magistrate judge recommends reversal and remand
under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), concluding that the ALJ inadequately explained the
residual functional capacity assessment, particularly regarding concentration, persistence, and pace.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner's decision is supported
by substantial evidence and whether the correct legal standards were
applied. The court may not reweigh conflicting evidence, make
credibility determinations, or substitute its judgment for the
Commissioner's.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's RFC assessment adequately accounted for the plaintiff's moderate limitation in
concentration, persistence, or pace.

2. Whether the ALJ sufficiently explained the relationship between the evidence, the RFC limitations, and
the vocational expert's testimony.

3. Whether the ALJ's hypothetical to the vocational expert omitted limitations that required remand.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ failed to sufficiently explain how the RFC accounted for the plaintiff's accepted moderate
limitations in concentration, persistence, or pace, and the internal inconsistencies in the RFC analysis
frustrated meaningful judicial review.

2. Reversal and remand under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) was warranted for further consideration
of the plaintiff's RFC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, there is no further discussion explaining which limitations, if any, accounted for Plaintiff’s
accepted additional limitations in concentration.” (Tr. 27-28)

“The court is constrained to find that the ALJ’s analysis in this matter runs afoul of Mascio.” (Tr. 28)

“The ALJ’s RFC evaluation is internally inconsistent and it lacks sufficient explanation to enable the court to
conduct meaningful review.” (Tr. 28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff alleged disability beginning July 2, 2018, based principally on anxiety, depression, right hip
dysfunction, and a lumbar-spine disorder. The ALJ found moderate limitations in concentration, persistence, or
pace and formulated an RFC for light work with physical, social, pace, and workplace-change restrictions. The
ALJ nevertheless found that the plaintiff could not perform past relevant work but could perform jobs such as
marker, router, and collator operator.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Administrative Law Judge denied the plaintiff's claims after applying the five-step sequential evaluation and
finding that the plaintiff could perform jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy. The
Appeals Council denied review on February 19, 2025. The plaintiff then sought review under 42 U.S.C. §§
405(g) and 1383(c)(3), and the magistrate judge recommended reversal and remand under sentence four of 42
U.S.C. § 405(g).
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further consideration of the plaintiff's residual functional capacity and the supporting evidence,
including clarification of how the accepted limitations in concentration, persistence, or pace and other mental
limitations are reflected in the RFC and, if necessary, in the vocational expert hypothetical.
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