UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Neuromon Professionals, LL.C v. Horizon Blue Cross Blue Shield

Civil Action No. 25-13216 (SRC) (D.N.J. Dec. 17, 2025) - No. Civil Action No. 25-13216 (SRC) - Decided

December 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey denied and dismissed with prejudice

Neuromon Professionals, LL.C’s petition to vacate an arbitration determination issued under the No

Surprises Act. The court held that disagreement with the IDR entity’s evaluation of statutory factors

and reliance on the qualifying payment amount did not establish a cognizable basis for vacatur under

the Federal Arbitration Act. The court also concluded that rehearing was unavailable because the

plaintiff failed to establish any basis for vacatur.
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United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
Stanley R. Chesler

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
December 17, 2025

Civil Action No. 25-13216 (SRC)

dismissed

Plaintiff petitioned under the No Surprises Act and Federal Arbitration
Act to vacate an Independent Dispute Resolution determination
selecting the insurer's payment offers. The district court denied the

requested relief and dismissed the petition with prejudice.

Judicial review of an NSA IDR determination is limited to the grounds
for vacatur in 9 U.S.C. § 10(a) and is extremely deferential. The party
seeking vacatur bears the burden of proof, and a court may not
reweigh the statutory factors, second-guess the IDR entity's reasoning,

or vacate for an ordinary error of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could vacate the NSA IDR determinations because Maximus allegedly applied an

impermissible presumption in favor of the QPA.

2. Whether Maximus engaged in prejudicial misbehavior or exceeded its powers under 9 U.S.C. § 10(a) by

allegedly failing to give sufficient weight to Neuromon's evidence and the statutory factors.

3. Whether the court could order a rehearing before a different IDR entity after vacating the

determinations.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition to vacate was denied because Neuromon did not establish corruption, fraud, evident
partiality, prejudicial misconduct, excess of authority, or another cognizable ground under 9 U.S.C. §
10(a). The court may not reweigh the statutory factors or substitute its judgment for that of the certified

IDR entity.

2. Reliance on the QPA was not impermissible. The NSA expressly requires the IDR entity to consider the
QPA, and Neuromon identified no statutory or precedential rule prohibiting Maximus from finding the

QPA more persuasive than the other information submitted.

3. The court could not order a rehearing because Neuromon failed to establish any basis for vacatur and
therefore did not satisfy the statutory prerequisite for a rehearing under 9 U.S.C. § 10(b).
KEY QUOTATIONS

“At the outset, the Court emphasizes that its role is not to determine whether Maximus reached the correct

payment amount or whether the Court would have selected a different offer.” (at 8)

“Disagreement with the weight afforded to particular evidence is not one of the limited cognizable bases for

vacatur.” (at 9)

“The FAA does not permit courts to overturn arbitration awards simply because the arbitrator may have

misunderstood or misapplied the law.” (at 10)

“Because Plaintiff has failed to establish any statutory basis for vacatur, the Court need not — and may not —

order a rehearing.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Neuromon, an out-of-network medical practice, treated a commercially insured patient and billed Horizon for
several procedures. Horizon made substantially lower payments based on the applicable Qualifying Payment
Amounts, and the parties proceeded to the federal Independent Dispute Resolution process under the No



Surprises Act. Certified IDR entity Maximus selected Horizon's offers for all four disputed line items. Neuromon

alleged that Maximus improperly favored the QPA and failed to give adequate weight to other statutory factors.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Neuromon filed its petition to vacate on July 11, 2025. Horizon opposed on September 26, 2025, and Neuromon
replied on October 6, 2025. The court decided the matter on the papers without oral argument under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 78(b) and Local Civil Rule 78.1(b).
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