UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Jimmy Friese v. Frank Bisignano

No. 2:25-CV-00701-CCW, United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania (February 27,

2026)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania reviews an ALJ's denial of

Jimmy Friese's applications for disability insurance benefits and supplemental security income. The

Court denies the Commissioner's motion for summary judgment and grants Friese's motion insofar as

he seeks remand, concluding that the ALJ inadequately explained the rejection of medical opinions

concerning Friese's ability to perform detailed tasks and interact socially. The matter is remanded for

further administrative proceedings under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).
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2:25-CV-00701-CCW

remanded

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's denial of disability insurance benefits and
supplemental security income. The parties filed cross-motions for

summary judgment.

The court reviews legal questions plenarily and reviews the ALJ's
factual findings for substantial evidence under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The
ALJ's decision must contain sufficient development and explanation to
permit meaningful judicial review and must build an accurate and
logical bridge between the evidence and the result.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the ALJ was required to explicitly compare the consistency of each medical opinion with every

other medical opinion in the record.

. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's rejection of the opinions of Drs. Brelsford and

Williams concerning Plaintiff's limitation to one- to two-step tasks.

3. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's rejection of the opinions of Drs. Chiodo and Berger

concerning Plaintiff's social limitations.

4. Whether the ALJ should provide supplemental explanation for differing RFC limitations concerning

H
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interaction with the public, coworkers, and supervisors.

OLDINGS

. The ALJ must explicitly address a medical opinion's consistency with the other evidence in the record,

but need not explicitly compare that opinion with every other medical opinion.

. The ALJ's rejection of the opinions limiting Plaintiff to one- to two-step tasks was not supported by
substantial evidence because the cited daily activities did not demonstrate an ability to carry out detailed

instructions.

3. The ALJ's rejection of the opinions of Drs. Chiodo and Berger concerning Plaintiff's social limitations

K

was not supported by substantial evidence.

EY QUOTATIONS

“The Court thus finds that the ALJ’s rejection of the opinions of Dr. Chiodo and Dr. Berger regarding

Plaintiff’s social limitations was not supported by substantial evidence.”

“The ALJ’s reported activities of daily living do not, therefore, indicate that Plaintiff can carry out multi-step

instructions.”

“Accordingly, the ALJ’s decision to discount the opinion of Dr. Brelsford and Dr. Williams regarding

Plaintiff’s limitation to one to two step tasks was not supported by substantial evidence.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning January 17, 2022, based primarily on mental impairments including bipolar

disorder, depression, anxiety disorder, and ADHD. The ALJ found that Plaintiff could perform work at all

exertional levels with non-exertional limitations, including the ability to understand, retain, and carry out simple

and detailed instructions and specified restrictions on social interaction. In reaching that RFC, the ALJ



discounted medical opinions concerning Plaintiff's ability to perform one- to two-step tasks and his social

limitations based in part on his reported daily activities and treatment records.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for DIB and SSI, was denied initially, and received a telephonic hearing before an ALJ. The
ALJ found Plaintiff not disabled on January 30, 2025, and the Appeals Council denied review, making the ALJ's
decision the final agency determination. The district court denied Defendant's motion for summary judgment,

granted Plaintiff's motion insofar as it sought remand, and remanded for further administrative proceedings.
DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

On remand, the ALJ must reexamine the opinions of Drs. Brelsford and Williams concerning Plaintiff's
limitation to one- to two-step tasks and explain how, if at all, Plaintiff's daily activities demonstrate an ability to
carry out detailed instructions. The ALJ must also reexamine the opinions of Drs. Chiodo and Berger concerning
Plaintiff's social limitations. The ALJ may also consider whether supplemental explanation is warranted for

differing limitations concerning interaction with the public, coworkers, and supervisors.
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