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M.J. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

M.J. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security - No. 4:25-CV-04080-VLD - Decided February 11,
2026

SUMMARY

This memorandum opinion and order concerns judicial review of the Social Security Administration’s
denial of M.J.’s applications for Title IT and Title XVI disability benefits. The principal issue identified
is whether the ALJ’s residual functional capacity assessment adequately accounted for the limiting

effects of the claimant’s migraine headaches, including possible off-task limitations.
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migraine and primary headache disorders

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated and explained the reasons for discounting M.J.'s subjective

complaints concerning the frequency, severity, and functional effects of her migraines.

2. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination adequately accounted for the limiting
effects of M.J.'s migraines, including potential off-task limitations.

3. Whether the ALJ was required at step three to evaluate M.J.'s primary headache disorder under Listing
11.02 pursuant to SSR 19-4p.

4. Whether the ALJ was required to consider M.J.'s inability to afford Botox when evaluating the
effectiveness of treatment and the severity of her migraines.

5. Whether the case should be remanded for further administrative proceedings or an award of benefits.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not provide a legally sufficient explanation under Polaski and SSR 16-3p for discounting

M.J.'s subjective complaints about her migraines.

2. The ALJ must reevaluate and adequately explain M.J.'s RFC in light of all relevant evidence concerning

her migraines, including whether they require additional off-task or other functional limitations.

3. On remand, the ALJ must evaluate M.J.'s migraines at step three under Listing 11.02 in accordance with
SSR 19-4p.

4. The ALJ must consider M.J.'s inability to afford or obtain Botox when evaluating the severity of her

migraines and the effectiveness of treatment.

5. Sentence-four reversal and remand for further administrative proceedings, rather than an immediate

award of benefits, is appropriate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Residual functional capacity is “defined as what the claimant can still do despite his or her physical or

mental limitations.”” (Discussion D.1)

“The ALJ must consider the evidence in the record as a whole when evaluating a claimant’s subjective
pain/impairment complaints including the claimant’s daily activities; the duration, frequency, and intensity of
the pain; precipitating and aggravating factors; the effectiveness of medication; and functional restrictions.”

(Discussion D.2.c)

“Consistency and supportability between reported symptoms and objective medical evidence is key in
assessing the RFC.” (Discussion D.3)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

M.J. had a longstanding history of migraines, including frequent or daily headaches accompanied by symptoms
such as nausea, photophobia, phonophobia, vomiting, and blurred vision. After alleging disability beginning in
April 2022, she continued to report frequent and severe migraines despite medications, pain treatment, and an
occipital trigger-point injection; Botox had previously provided substantial relief but was not covered by South
Dakota Medicaid. At the administrative hearing, M.J. testified that she experienced three to four migraines

weekly, lasting up to three days, requiring her to lie down in a dark room.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

M.J. applied for disability benefits alleging disability beginning April 27, 2022. The application was denied
initially and on reconsideration; after a telephonic hearing, the ALJ found M.J. not disabled, and the Appeals

Council denied review. The district court reversed and remanded under sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for
further administrative proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The ALJ must evaluate M.J.'s migraines at step three under Listing 11.02 in accordance with SSR 19-4p;
reevaluate and further explain the evidence relied upon to discount M.J.'s subjective complaints concerning

migraine pain and impairment; reassess the RFC and the total limiting effects of the migraines; and consider the
affordability and insurance-related unavailability of Botox.
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