UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Autumn C. v. Frank J. Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Autumn C. - No. EA-25-1592 - Decided April 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland reviews the Social Security
Administration’s denial of Autumn C.’s application for Supplemental Security Income benefits. The
court holds that the Administrative Law Judge adequately supported the claimant’s residual functional
capacity, including a limitation concerning specific production rates, and that the hypothetical question

posed to the vocational expert was sufficiently explained. The Commissioner’s decision is affirmed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately explained the residual functional capacity limitation restricting Plaintiff

from work requiring a specific production rate.

2. Whether the ALJ's hypothetical question to the vocational expert adequately defined the term specific

production rate and accurately reflected Plaintiff's supported limitations.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately explained the limitation restricting Plaintiff to work not requiring a specific
production rate because the decision identified relevant medical and other evidence and connected that

evidence to the limitation.

2. The hypothetical question adequately described the production-rate limitation by giving examples such
as assembly-line work and work requiring hourly quotas; the absence of a Dictionary of Occupational

Titles definition did not require remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This Court must uphold the decision of the SSA if it is supported by substantial evidence and if the SSA
employed proper legal standards.”

“The second component of this analysis, “the ALJ’s logical explanation, is just as important as the other
tWO, »»

“In sum, the ALJ’s decision with respect to Plaintiff’s production-rate limitation in the residual functional

capacity determination is supported by substantial evidence.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on epilepsy, depression, bipolar disorder, personality disorder, and anxiety with
panic attacks. The ALJ found several severe impairments, determined that Plaintiff did not meet or equal a listed
impairment, and assessed a residual functional capacity for all exertional levels subject to physical and mental
limitations, including simple, routine, repetitive work without a specific production rate or hourly quotas.
Relying on vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ found that jobs existed in significant numbers in the national

economy that Plaintiff could perform.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Autumn C. applied for Supplemental Security Income benefits under Title XVI of the Social Security Act. The
Social Security Administration denied the application initially and on reconsideration. Following a hearing, an
Administrative Law Judge found that Plaintiff was not disabled, and the Appeals Council denied further review.

The district court, exercising jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), affirmed the Commissioner's decision.
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