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S.E.S. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of the Social Security
Administration

S.E.S. v. Bisignano · No. 24-cv-03178-NYW · Decided April 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado affirmed the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of S.E.S.’s application for Disability Insurance Benefits. The court held that the
administrative law judge’s residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial
evidence and that the ALJ was not required to order an additional consultative examination.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under Title II of the Social Security Act
of the Commissioner's final decision denying Disability Insurance
Benefits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether substantial evidence supports the
Commissioner's final decision and whether the correct legal standards
were applied. It may not reweigh the evidence or substitute its
judgment for the ALJ's.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to order an additional consultative examination or obtain a medical
opinion specifically addressing Plaintiff's residual functional capacity.

2. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination that
Plaintiff could perform light work.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not have a duty to order an additional consultative examination because Plaintiff did not
show that the need for one was clearly established in the record.

2. The absence of a medical opinion specifically addressing RFC did not invalidate the ALJ's RFC
determination because RFC is an administrative determination and may be assessed from the medical
record and other evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ALJ, not a physician, is charged with determining a claimant’s RFC from the medical record.”

“At bottom, the fact that no consultative physician opinions exist is solely attributable to Plaintiff—due to
both his failure to respond to Dr. Gade’s and Dr. Holtgrewe’s contact attempts and his counsel's failure to
request another examination before the ALJ issued his decision.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning December 13, 2021, based primarily on a hernia, carpal tunnel syndrome,
and knee and foot problems. He underwent inguinal hernia surgery in December 2021 and left carpal-tunnel-
release surgery in August 2022, and later reported continuing hand, knee, and foot symptoms. The ALJ found
that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for light work based on medical records and hearing
testimony showing, among other things, an intact independent gait, good upper-extremity strength, and the
ability to walk to and from a bus stop, carry groceries, and perform basic tasks.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits on December 13, 2021. After a hearing, the administrative law
judge denied the application, and the Social Security Administration Appeals Council denied review. Plaintiff
then filed this action, and the parties briefed the Commissioner's decision; the court affirmed it.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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