UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS

Rodney H. v. Frank Bisignano

Rodney H. v. Bisignano, No. 4:24-cv-4150 (S.D. Tex. Jan. 6, 2026) - No. 4:24-cv-4150 - Decided January 6,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas reviews the denial of Rodney H.’s
application for supplemental security income. The court grants Plaintiff’s motion for summary
judgment, denies the Commissioner’s motion, and reverses and remands because the ALJ’s residual
functional capacity determination was not supported by substantial evidence and relied on an
unsupported interpretation of the medical record. The court does not reach the plaintiff’s remaining

arguments concerning vocational-expert testimony, assistive-device use, and Listing 1.18.
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DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the

Commissioner's final decision denying supplemental security income.

The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the Commissioner's decision was
supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole and
whether the Commissioner applied the proper legal standards. The
court could not reweigh the evidence, try the issues de novo, or

substitute its judgment for that of the Commissioner.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court memorandum and order; persuasive
authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence
when the ALJ rejected or lacked medical opinions addressing Plaintiff's work-related functional

limitations.
2. Whether the ALJ's failure to develop evidence concerning Plaintiff's functional capacity was harmful.

3. Whether the ALJ properly resolved conflicts between the vocational expert's testimony and the
Dictionary of Occupational Titles, incorporated Plaintiff's assistive-device use into the RFC, and

evaluated Listing 1.18.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ's RFC determination was not supported by substantial evidence because the ALJ inferred
Plaintiff's exertional and functional capacities from medical records without a medical opinion or other
evidence establishing how Plaintiff's impairments affected his ability to sustain work-related functions.

2. The RFC error was harmful because further development of the record could produce evidence that

would lead to a different disability determination.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, if “the ALJ rejects the only medical opinions of record, interprets the raw medical data, and imposes
a different RFC, the ALJ has committed reversible error.”” (Section V.A.)

“The ALJ’s written decision shows that he infers from his own review of the medical evidence what Plaintiff is
capable of doing—this amounts to nothing more than the ALJ’s unaided interpretation of the medical records

and is not substantial evidence.” (Section V.A.)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rodney H. alleged disability based on multiple physical impairments, including fractures and surgical repairs
involving his lower extremities, ankles, spine, ribs, left humerus, and skull, as well as tarsal tunnel syndrome,
osteoarthritis, chronic kidney disease, asthma, and migraines. The ALJ found that he had severe impairments but
retained the residual functional capacity for sedentary work with additional postural, environmental, and upper-
extremity restrictions. The ALJ relied on treatment records, examination findings, Plaintiff's testimony, and the
absence of contrary state-agency findings, but the record contained no medical opinion addressing the functional

effects of Plaintiff's conditions on his ability to work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff applied for supplemental security income under Title XVI of the Social Security Act. The
Commissioner denied the claim initially and on reconsideration. After a hearing at which Plaintiff and a
vocational expert testified, the ALJ denied benefits. The Appeals Council denied review, and Plaintiff appealed
to the district court. The court granted Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment, denied the Commissioner's

motion, reversed the Commissioner's decision, and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the Social Security Administration for further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including
proper development of evidence concerning the effects of Plaintiff's impairments on his ability to perform work-

related functions.
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