UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

ALABAMA

Tina Jewell Pully v. Frank Bisignano

Pully v. Bisignano - No. 2:24-cv-777-CWB - Decided March 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama reviewed Tina Jewell Pully’s

appeal from the Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of Disability Insurance Benefits. The court

held that the Administrative Law Judge properly evaluated Pully’s subjective pain complaints and that

the decision was supported by substantial evidence. Pully’s motion for summary judgment was denied,

and the Commissioner’s motion for summary judgment was granted.
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affirmed

Judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the Commissioner's final
decision denying Disability Insurance Benefits. The parties consented
to magistrate-judge jurisdiction, and the court construed Plaintiff's
supporting brief and the Commissioner's opposition as competing

motions for summary judgment.

The court reviews whether the Commissioner applied the proper legal
standards and whether the decision is supported by substantial
evidence. The ALJ's factual findings are conclusive if supported by
substantial evidence, defined as more than a scintilla but less than a
preponderance and such relevant evidence as a reasonable person
would accept as adequate. The court may not reweigh the evidence or

substitute its judgment for that of the Commissioner.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective complaints of pain and other symptoms under
20 C.F.R. § 404.1529 and Social Security Ruling 16-3p.

2. Whether substantial evidence supported the ALJ's resulting residual-functional-capacity assessment and

the Commissioner's denial of benefits.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective statements regarding pain and adequately articulated
explicit and adequate reasons for finding that the alleged intensity, persistence, and limiting effects were

not entirely consistent with the medical and other evidence.

2. The ALJ formulated an appropriate RFC and the Commissioner's denial of benefits was supported by

substantial evidence; the court therefore affirmed the decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The medical evidence of record documents pain management treatment with Dr. Aaron Shinkle of Center For
Pain (5F, 8F, 11F, 15F, 18F-19F).” (Tr. 18)

“Accordingly, the court finds that the ALJ’s evaluation of Plaintiff’s subjective statements was supported by

substantial evidence.” (Tr. 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability from blindness or low vision, spinal and back conditions, arthritis, bipolar disorder,
and sleep disorder. The ALJ found severe spinal, mental-health, substance-use, and obesity impairments, but
determined that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for restricted light work and could perform
jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy. The ALJ found that Plaintiff's statements about the
intensity and limiting effects of her pain were not entirely consistent with treatment records showing
improvement with medication, injections, and radiofrequency ablation, as well as examinations showing good

strength and normal gait. No physician had imposed restrictions greater than those included in the RFC.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits, alleging disability beginning December 29, 2019. The Social
Security Administration denied the claim initially and on reconsideration; after a hearing, the ALJ found Plaintiff
not disabled on June 14, 2024. The Appeals Council denied review on October 9, 2024, making the ALJ's
decision the Commissioner's final decision. The district court denied Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment,

granted the Commissioner's motion, and affirmed.
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