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SUMMARY

The court denied Bradley N.A.’s request for remand in an action seeking review of the Commissioner
of Social Security’s denial of disability insurance benefits. The court held that the Administrative Law
Judge applied the correct disability-evaluation process, supported the residual functional capacity
determination with substantial evidence, and adequately explained the finding that Bradley would be

off task no more than five percent of the workday.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the residual functional capacity finding that Bradley could

understand, remember, and carry out instructions for 95 to 100 percent of an eight-hour workday.

2. Whether the ALJ's numerical finding that Bradley would be off task for no more than five percent of the

workday lacked a sufficient evidentiary and logical basis.

3. Whether the ALJ's evaluation of Bradley's mental and physical limitations was supported by substantial

evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately explained the RFC finding that Bradley could understand, remember, and carry out
instructions for at least 95 percent of an eight-hour workday by connecting the finding to medical

opinions, treatment history, mental-status examinations, and Bradley's daily activities.

2. The Fourth Circuit's law does not categorically prohibit an ALJ from expressing a qualitative
concentration, persistence, or pace limitation as a numerical percentage of the workday, and the ALJ's
five-percent off-task finding was adequately supported here.

3. The Commissioner's decision was legally correct and supported by substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the issue before the Court is not whether Bradley is disabled but whether the finding that he is not disabled

is supported by substantial evidence and based upon a correct application of the relevant law.” (at 2)

“The RFC measures the most a claimant can do in a work setting despite the physical and mental limitations

of his or her impairments and any related symptoms (e.g., pain).” (at 3)
“The ALJ 'must build an accurate and logical bridge from the evidence to [the] conclusion."” (at 4)

“No more is required.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bradley alleged disability from insulin-dependent type I diabetes, major depressive disorder, and generalized
anxiety disorder beginning April 15, 2021. The ALJ found that he had not engaged in substantial gainful activity,
had severe impairments, and retained the residual functional capacity for a reduced range of light work,
including simple tasks and being off task no more than five percent of the workday. The administrative record
showed generally stable symptoms with treatment, largely unremarkable mental-status findings, and daily
activities including driving, shopping, household chores, playing bass guitar in a band, and spending time with
family and friends.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bradley applied for disability insurance benefits and a period of disability in July 2021, alleging disability
beginning April 15, 2021. The application was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a hearing, an ALJ
found Bradley not disabled on November 8, 2023, and the Appeals Council denied review, making the ALJ's



decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court reviewed the administrative record and briefing

and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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