UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

ARKANSAS, NORTHERN DIVISION

Donald L. Burge v. Social Security Administration, Commissioner

Burge - No. 3:25-CV-00130-LPR-ERE - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

This Recommended Disposition addresses Donald L. Burge’s appeal from the denial of Social

Security benefits. The court recommends affirming the Commissioner’s decision, concluding that the

ALJ properly evaluated the claimant’s residual functional capacity, hypothetical to the vocational

expert, and subjective complaints, and that substantial evidence supports the denial of benefits.
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Recommended disposition on judicial review of the Commissioner of
Social Security's final decision denying supplemental security income

benefits.

The court reviews the Commissioner's decision for legal error and
determines whether it is supported by substantial evidence on the
record as a whole. Substantial evidence is evidence sufficient for a
reasonable mind to find adequate to support the ALJ's decision; the
court considers evidence supporting both the Commissioner's decision
and a contrary outcome but will not reverse merely because substantial

evidence could support the opposite decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's step-five vocational hypothetical and residual functional capacity included all
limitations supported by the record.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Burge's subjective complaints concerning seizures, learning

disabilities, and left-sided weakness.

3. Whether substantial evidence supported the Commissioner's denial of benefits.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ was required to include only impairment-related limitations that the ALJ found credible and
that were supported by the evidence; the hypothetical and residual functional capacity adequately
accounted for Burge's established physical, seizure-related, and mental limitations.

2. The ALJ properly evaluated Burge's subjective complaints by considering the relevant evidence as a

whole, and the complaints were not entirely consistent with the record.

3. The Commissioner's decision was supported by substantial evidence and should be affirmed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Substantial evidence” in this context means “enough that a reasonable mind would find [the evidence]

adequate to support the ALJ’s decision.”” (Section I11.A)

“The hypothetical reflected the limitations which the ALJ found to be credible and was supported by the

medical evidence as a whole.” (Section I1I.C.1)

“The ALJ applied proper legal standards in evaluating Mr. Burge’s claims, and substantial evidence supports
the decision to deny benefits.” (Section 1V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Burge alleged disability based principally on seizures, a prior cerebrovascular accident, learning disability,
mental impairments, and left-sided weakness. The ALJ found multiple severe impairments but determined that
Burge retained the residual functional capacity for restricted light work, including simple tasks, limited
interaction, seizure-related environmental precautions, and restrictions on reaching and handling. The ALJ relied
on periods without reported seizures, conservative treatment, frequently normal neurological and mental-status

examinations, and daily activities in finding that Burge was not disabled.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Burge applied for benefits on March 2, 2022, alleging limitations from stroke, seizures, learning disability, and
post-traumatic stress disorder. His application was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a May 29, 2024
administrative hearing, the ALJ found him not disabled on July 15, 2024, and the Appeals Council denied
review. The magistrate judge recommended that the district court affirm the Commissioner's decision and enter

judgment for the Commissioner.
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