UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA, PITTSBURGH DIVISION
Robert Michael Lesko v. Commissioner, Social Security

Administration

Lesko - No. 2:24-CV-01660-CBB - Decided December 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania reviewed cross-motions for
summary judgment in a Social Security disability benefits appeal. The court held that the ALJ failed to
adequately explain how the claimant's mild mental limitations, including fatigue, brain fog, and
concentration symptoms, were reflected in the residual functional capacity assessment. The claimant's
motion was granted, the Commissioner's motion was denied, and the decision denying benefits was

vacated and remanded under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).
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DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded

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

administrative denial of disability insurance benefits. The parties filed

cross motions for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the Commissioner applied the correct
legal standards and whether the decision was supported by substantial
evidence on the record as a whole. The court could not reweigh the
evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the ALJ, but required the
ALJ to provide a clear and satisfactory explanation and to explicitly

consider relevant, probative evidence.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive value
only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was supported by substantial evidence when
the ALJ found mild mental limitations related to fatigue, memory, concentration, and brain fog but did

not explain how those limitations affected the RFC.

2. Whether remand was required because the ALJ failed to include or adequately convey the claimant's
mild mental limitations in the vocational-expert hypothetical and failed to provide a detailed assessment

of those limitations.

3. Whether the court should reach Lesko's additional arguments concerning the ALJ's evaluation of the

medical evidence, subjective symptoms, and treating-source opinions.

HOLDINGS

1. An ALJ must consider all medically determinable impairments, including nonsevere impairments

producing only mild mental limitations, when formulating the claimant's RFC.

2. An ALJ may not rely on a finding of mild mental limitations while omitting any explanation of their

impact on the RFC and vocational-expert hypothetical.

3. The case must be remanded for the ALJ to consider Lesko's mild mental limitations in formulating the
RFC; the court need not reach the remaining challenges because the ALJ may reach different

conclusions on remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In assessing RFC, the adjudicator must consider limitations and restrictions imposed by all of an

individual’s impairments, even those that are not ‘severe.’” (Section V.a)

“These boilerplate statements and incorporation by reference of Lesko’s mental limitations into the RFC are
not “valid explanations” or “detailed assessments” of how Lesko’s mental limitations were considered in

deciding his RFC as required by the applicable regulations and jurisprudence.” (Section V.a)

“Simply put, while a finding that a claimant has a mild mental limitation does not automatically result in “a

corresponding mental limitation in the RFC[,]” an ALJ must consider these findings in formulating the



RFC.” (Section V.a)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lesko alleged disability from myelofibrosis, chronic pain, gout, fatigue, immune-system deficiencies, brain fog,
and neuropathy. The record included opinions from his treating oncologist and primary-care physician that he
could perform only very limited work, as well as a functional-capacity evaluation indicating that he could
perform sedentary work part time. The ALJ found myelofibrosis and obesity severe, found his mental
impairments and related fatigue, memory, concentration, and brain-fog symptoms mild and nonsevere, and
assessed a residual functional capacity for less than the full range of light work. The ALJ did not adequately
explain how the mild mental limitations affected the RFC or include them in the vocational hypothetical relied

upon to find that Lesko could perform his past work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lesko applied for disability insurance benefits on March 16, 2023, alleging disability beginning December 25,
2022. After the claim was initially denied, Lesko obtained reconsideration and an administrative hearing before
an ALJ on July 18, 2024. The ALJ denied benefits on August 16, 2024, and the Appeals Council declined review.
Lesko timely appealed to the district court. The court granted Lesko's motion for summary judgment, denied the
Commissioner's motion, vacated the denial of benefits, and remanded under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must reconsider Lesko's mild mental impairments, including fatigue, memory and
concentration limitations, and brain fog, when formulating the RFC, provide an adequate explanation of their
functional impact, and conduct further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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