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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania reviews Gregory Joseph
Neifert’s third appeal from the denial of Social Security disability insurance benefits for a closed
period following a traumatic brain injury. The court concludes that substantial evidence supports the
Administrative Law Judge’s residual functional capacity assessment and recommends affirming the
Commissioner’s decision. The opinion discusses Neifert’s medical history, activities of daily living,
employment, and the weight assigned to medical opinions.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Judicial review of the Commissioner of Social Security's denial of a
closed-period Title II disability-insurance-benefits claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the Commissioner's factual findings under the
deferential substantial-evidence standard and reviewed legal issues
plenarily. It did not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for
that of the ALJ.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive rather
than precedential under the applicable rules.
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judicial review of agency action administrative law disability definition

PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability administrative law judicial review of agency action

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment despite the
absence of a medical opinion mirroring every limitation adopted by the ALJ.

2. Whether the ALJ properly discounted the 2021 opinion of treating source Dr. Denny John that Neifert
was completely disabled during the earlier disability period.

3. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding that Neifert had no exertional limitations and
could perform work at all exertional levels.

4. Whether the ALJ adequately articulated the reasons for evaluating the medical opinions, subjective
allegations, and other evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's decision denying Neifert's closed-period disability claim was supported by substantial
evidence and was reached through a correct application of law.

2. An ALJ is not required to base the residual functional capacity assessment on a medical opinion that
mirrors the assessment or contains the particular findings adopted by the ALJ.

3. The ALJ properly afforded little weight to Dr. John's opinion that Neifert was completely disabled
because the opinion conflicted with objective examination findings, the longitudinal record, and
Neifert's demonstrated ability to work and manage daily activities.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence, this Court has said, is “more than a mere scintilla.”” (at 3-4)

“the proposition that an ALJ must always base his RFC on a medical opinion from a physician is misguided.”
(at 35-36)

“Accordingly, under the deferential standard of review that applies to appeals of Social Security disability
determinations, we find that substantial evidence supported the ALJ’s evaluation of this case.” (at 40-41)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Neifert suffered a traumatic brain injury after slipping and falling on ice on December 7, 2012. Although he
reported residual memory, concentration, personality, and balance problems, the medical record showed largely
normal physical examinations, mild cognitive impairment, improving balance, independent activities of daily
living, and a return to working approximately thirty hours per week at his autobody shop. The ALJ found that
Neifert could perform work at all exertional levels subject to postural, environmental, and mental limitations, but
denied benefits because other work existed in significant numbers in the national economy.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Neifert filed a Title II application alleging disability beginning December 7, 2012, based on traumatic brain
injury. An ALJ issued a third unfavorable decision denying benefits for the period from December 7, 2012,
through June 30, 2016. The case had previously been remanded twice by the district court, once because of an
internally inconsistent residual-functional-capacity finding and once because the ALJ improperly allowed
Neifert to proceed pro se. On the third appeal, the court held that the ALJ's decision was supported by substantial
evidence and affirmed the Commissioner's final decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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