UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA

Manesha F. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Manesha F. v. Bisignano, Case No. 25-cv-849 (JRT/DJF) (D. Minn. Jan. 15, 2026) - No. 25-cv-849 (JRT/DJF);
0:25-cv-00849 - Decided January 15, 2026

SUMMARY

The document is a Report and Recommendation from the United States District Court for the District
of Minnesota concerning judicial review of the denial of Manesha F.'s applications for disability
insurance benefits and supplemental security income. The court recommends affirming the
Commissioner's decision, concluding that the ALJ adequately evaluated the claimant's mental and
physical impairments, developed a sufficient record without ordering a consultative examination, and

sufficiently considered the state agency consultants' opinions.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Minnesota

WRITING FOR THE COURT Dulce J. Foster

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Minnesota

DECIDED January 15, 2026

DOCKET 25-cv-849 (JRT/DJF); 0:25-cv-00849

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on judicial review of the Commissioner's

final decision denying Plaintiff's applications for disability insurance
benefits and supplemental security income under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Whether the Commissioner's decision is supported by substantial
evidence on the record as a whole and whether the ALJ applied the
proper legal standards. The court must affirm when the record permits
two inconsistent positions and one is the ALJ's finding, but may
remand when the ALJ's findings are insufficient to permit meaningful

judicial review.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Manesha F. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's assessment of the limiting effects and episodic nature
of Plaintiff's bipolar disorder.

2. Whether the ALJ erred by denying Plaintiff's request for an additional consultative psychological

examination.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the supportability and consistency of the state-agency medical

consultants' opinions.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err in declining to impose additional residual-functional-capacity limitations based on
Plaintiff's psychiatric hospitalizations, therapist note, and treating psychiatrist's checkbox forms because
substantial evidence supported the ALJ's conclusion that the hospitalizations were isolated episodes
associated with treatment noncompliance and that the broader treatment record generally showed

controlled symptoms and normal mental-status findings.

2. The ALJ did not err by declining to order an additional consultative psychological examination because
the existing record contained substantial evidence supporting the disability determination and the ALJ
reasonably found that the later hospitalizations and checkbox forms did not demonstrate an unmanaged
deterioration requiring further examination.

3. The ALJ's brief discussion of the supportability and consistency of the state-agency consultants' opinions
did not require reversal because the decision, read as a whole, made clear that the ALJ considered those
factors, thoroughly reviewed the same evidence relied on by the consultants, adopted the more favorable
medical opinion, and imposed restrictions exceeding those recommended by the psychological

consultants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Though the ALJ’s analyses of these opinions are anemic, the Court does not believe they are so deficient as
to warrant reversal.” (R. 29-31)

“At its core, Plaintiff’s issue with the ALJ’s analysis is not that the ALJ failed to conduct a thorough analysis
of the medical consultants’ opinions; rather, Plaintiff does not believe the ALJ should have relied on any of the
medical consultants’ opinions in creating Plaintiff’s RFC.” (R. 29-31)

“The Court is therefore unpersuaded that the ALJ erred in denying Plaintiff s request.” (R. 30-31)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff applied for disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income based on bipolar disorder,
chronic pain and other physical impairments. The ALJ found numerous severe impairments, including bipolar
disorder with psychosis and generalized anxiety disorder, but determined that Plaintiff retained the residual
functional capacity for restricted light work involving simple, routine, and repetitive tasks. Plaintiff had three
brief psychiatric hospitalizations associated with noncompliance with psychotropic medication, while treatment
records outside those episodes generally documented normal affect and thought processes. The ALJ found that
Plaintiff could not perform her past relevant work but could perform several other jobs existing in significant

numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Social Security Administration denied Plaintiff's applications initially and on reconsideration. After a
hearing, the ALJ issued a decision finding Plaintiff not disabled under the five-step sequential evaluation, and
the Appeals Council denied review. Plaintiff sought review in the District of Minnesota, arguing that the ALJ
failed to account for the episodic nature of her bipolar disorder, failed to develop the record by denying a
consultative examination, and inadequately evaluated the supportability and consistency of state-agency medical
opinions. The magistrate judge recommended denying Plaintiff's relief, granting the Commissioner's relief,
affirming the ALJ's decision, and dismissing the complaint with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was recommended. The magistrate judge recommended affirming the Commissioner's decision and

dismissing the complaint with prejudice.
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