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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia reviews the Commissioner of
Social Security’s denial of D.S.A.’s application for disability insurance benefits under 42 U.S.C. §
405(g). The court rejects challenges concerning the formulation of the residual functional capacity,
consideration of traumatic brain injury, and alleged mental-health limitations. The Commissioner’s
decision is affirmed.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying disability insurance benefits.
The parties consented to disposition by a United States Magistrate
Judge.

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 decide facts, reweigh evidence, resolve
evidentiary conflicts, or substitute its judgment for the
Commissioner's.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order; persuasive value only

PARTIES D.S.A. v. Commissioner of Social Security
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judicial review of agency action administrative law exhaustion of remedies agency adjudication

disability definition

PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability administrative law federal courts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by assessing Plaintiff's residual functional capacity without a medical-source
opinion or consultative examination.

2. Whether the ALJ failed to consider Plaintiff's traumatic brain injury.

3. Whether the ALJ erred in finding Plaintiff's mental impairments non-severe.

4. Whether the ALJ failed to account for mental limitations in the residual functional capacity assessment.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ was not required to obtain medical-opinion testimony or a consultative examination before
assessing Plaintiff's residual functional capacity. The ALJ properly evaluated the record evidence and
performed the adjudicator's regulatory role in determining RFC.

2. The ALJ did not commit reversible error by failing to use the specific words 'traumatic brain injury.' The
ALJ adequately considered the impairments allegedly resulting from that injury, including seizures and
headaches.

3. The ALJ's finding that Plaintiff's adjustment disorder with anxiety, PTSD, and depression were non-
severe was supported by substantial evidence.

4. The ALJ did not err by including no specific mental limitations in the RFC. The decision, read as a
whole, adequately considered Plaintiff's mental impairments and explained why no additional mental
restrictions were warranted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence is something more than a mere scintilla, but less than a preponderance. If the
Commissioner’s decision is supported by substantial evidence, this Court must affirm, even if the proof
preponderates against it.” (Standard of Review)

“The ALJ—not a doctor—has the responsibility for assessing a claimant’s RFC.” (Tr. 42)

“The Court also disagrees with Plaintiff’s assertion that the ALJ failed to account for Plaintiff’s mental health
limitations when formulating the RFC.” (Tr. 43-44)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on conditions including obesity, epilepsy, carpal tunnel syndrome, headaches,
lumbar degenerative disc disease, and mental-health impairments. The ALJ found several physical impairments
severe, found Plaintiff's mental impairments non-severe with no more than mild limitations in the paragraph B



areas, and assessed a residual functional capacity for less than a full range of light work with additional
limitations. Plaintiff had no qualifying past relevant work, but vocational-expert testimony identified jobs
existing in significant numbers that she could perform.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits on April 11, 2022, alleging disability beginning January 1,
2019. The claim was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a telephonic ALJ hearing on August 23, 2023,
the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on June 25, 2024, and the Appeals Council denied review on August 1,
2024. After exhausting administrative remedies, Plaintiff sought judicial review, and the district court affirmed.
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