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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts considers Bruno Moura’s motion for
judgment on the pleadings and the Commissioner of Social Security’s motion to affirm the denial of
disability insurance benefits. The opinion reviews the administrative record, medical and vocational
evidence, the ALJ’s residual functional capacity determination, and alleged errors concerning the
evaluation of medical opinions. The document text provided ends during the court’s discussion of
whether the ALJ properly evaluated the consistency of a state-agency medical consultant’s opinion.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts

WRITING FOR THE COURT M. Page Kelley

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts

DECIDED March 26, 2026

DOCKET 25-10274-MPK

DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner of Social Security's denial of disability insurance
benefits. The parties filed cross-motions: Plaintiff moved for judgment
on the pleadings, and the Commissioner moved to affirm the
administrative decision.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the Commissioner's factual findings for substantial
evidence under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), while reviewing legal conclusions
for errors of law. The court was required to uphold the decision if a
reasonable mind could accept the evidence as adequate, even if the
record could support a different interpretation.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the consistency of the state-agency medical consultant Dr. Robert
Terlato's opinion with the medical and nonmedical evidence under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

2. Whether the ALJ's characterization of Dr. Scott Haas's consultative psychological examination as
generally benign was inconsistent with the finding at Step Two that Moura had severe depressive and
anxiety disorders.

3. Whether the Commissioner's denial of benefits was supported by substantial evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ satisfied the regulatory minimum articulation requirement for evaluating the consistency of Dr.
Terlato's opinion. The ALJ's discussion of the medical record, the absence of treating-source opinions
imposing additional limitations, and the absence of evidence that Moura's condition worsened
adequately addressed consistency.

2. The ALJ's finding that Moura had severe depressive and anxiety disorders at Step Two was not
inconsistent with relying on generally benign mental-status examinations when formulating the residual
functional capacity at Step Four.

3. The Commissioner's decision denying benefits was supported by substantial evidence and contained no
reversible legal error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The challenged consistency analyses were properly performed, and the ALJ’s opinion is supported by
substantial evidence.” (Section IV)

“Taken as a whole, the ALJ’s opinion meets the minimal level of articulation required by the regulations.”
(AR at 28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Moura alleged disability beginning May 5, 2017, based principally on cervical-spine, left-shoulder, and left-
ulnar impairments, as well as depression and anxiety. The ALJ found severe physical and mental impairments
but determined that Moura retained the residual functional capacity for a restricted range of light work, including
simple routine tasks and limited overhead reaching and left-arm manipulation. The medical record generally
reflected benign physical and mental-status examinations, and state-agency consultants concluded that Moura
retained work-related functional capacity.
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Moura filed a Title II application for disability insurance benefits, which was denied initially and on
reconsideration. After a telephonic hearing, the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on February 28, 2024, and
the Appeals Council denied review. Moura then filed this action, and the court denied his motion for judgment
on the pleadings, granted the Commissioner's motion to affirm, and ordered judgment for the Commissioner.
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