UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO

Ernest M. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of the Social Security

Administration

Ernest M. - No. 1:25-cv-00061-KRS - Decided March 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Mexico reviewed the Commissioner of the

Social Security Administration’s denial of Ernest M.’s application for supplemental security income.

The court held that the Administrative Law Judge did not err in evaluating the claimant’s mental

impairments or residual functional capacity, including the limitation to simple work, and that

substantial evidence supported the decision. The court denied the claimant’s motion for judgment on

the pleadings and affirmed the Commissioner’s decision.
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Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's denial of supplemental security income and moved for

judgment on the pleadings.

The court determines whether substantial evidence supports the
Commissioner's factual findings and whether the ALJ applied the
correct legal standards. The court may not reweigh the evidence or

substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's RFC adequately accounted for Plaintiff's moderate limitation in understanding,
remembering, and carrying out simple instructions after finding a corresponding medical opinion

persuasive.

2. Whether the ALJ's evaluation of Plaintiff's daily activities and subjective symptoms was supported by

substantial evidence.

3. Whether the ALJ's hypothetical question to the vocational expert was supported by substantial evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. An RFC limitation to simple work may adequately account for a moderate limitation in understanding,
remembering, and applying information when the record supports the relationship between the
claimant's mental capacity and the restricted skill level. In this case, the ALJ's limitation to simple work

sufficiently incorporated Plaintiff's moderate limitation.

2. Any error in the ALJ's characterization of some of Plaintiff's daily activities was harmless because
substantial evidence, including objective medical evidence and medical opinions, supported the RFC
assessment and evaluation of Plaintiff's symptoms.

3. The hypothetical question was not flawed because it included the limitations ultimately adopted in the
RFC, and the ALJ was not required to include limitations the ALJ reasonably determined were not part
of the RFC.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court finds that the ALJ’s limitation to “simple work” sufficiently accounts for Plaintiff s moderate

limitation in understanding, remembering, and applying information.” (Section IV.A)

“For the reasons set forth above, the Court DENIES Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (Doc.
11) and AFFIRMS the Commissioner’s decision.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability from bipolar disorder, depression, antisocial personality disorder, schizophrenia,
anxiety, and related mental-health symptoms, including hallucinations, panic attacks, impaired concentration,
and difficulty interacting with others. The administrative record also showed intermittent treatment, inconsistent
medication compliance, generally intact cognition and judgment during several examinations, and daily
activities including preparing simple meals, shopping, self-care, reading, fishing, playing chess, and working on
motors. The ALJ found moderate limitations in understanding, remembering or applying information;
concentrating, persisting or maintaining pace; and adapting or managing oneself, and a marked limitation in

interacting with others. The ALJ assigned an RFC for simple work, occasional interaction with coworkers and



supervisors, no interaction with the general public, no strict production-pace work, and occasional workplace

changes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for SST on August 30, 2022. The application was denied initially and on reconsideration. After
an August 27, 2024 hearing, the ALJ issued an unfavorable decision on September 4, 2024, and the Appeals
Council denied review on November 1, 2024. Plaintiff filed this action on January 22, 2025, and the parties
consented to dispositive proceedings before the magistrate judge. The court denied Plaintiff's motion and

affirmed the Commissioner's decision.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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