UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Frederick T. v. Commissioner of Social Security

Civil Action No. 25-1421 (RK) (D.N.J. Dec. 29, 2025) - No. Civil Action No. 25-1421 (RK) - Decided
December 29, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey affirmed the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of Frederick T.’s application for disability insurance benefits. The court held that the
Administrative Law Judge adequately evaluated the alleged impairments at Step Two and supported
the residual functional capacity determination with substantial evidence. The court also concluded that
any potential errors in classifying certain impairments were harmless because their symptoms were

considered in the RFC assessment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly assessed Frederick's medically determinable impairments and the severity or
determinability of his alleged immunoglobulin A deficiency, migraines, chronic fatigue syndrome, and

obsessive-compulsive disorder.
2. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence.

3. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the medical opinions of Dr. Charles Peeples and therapist Anne

Scherbina.

4. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Frederick's subjective testimony concerning the intensity,

persistence, and limiting effects of his symptoms.

HOLDINGS

1. Any technical omission or misclassification at Step Two was harmless because the ALJ found other
severe impairments, continued through the sequential analysis, and considered the symptoms and

functional effects of the challenged conditions in determining the residual functional capacity.
2. The ALJ's RFC determination was supported by substantial evidence.

3. The ALJ adequately evaluated the medical opinions by addressing their supportability and consistency,

and the rejection of the opinions was supported by substantial evidence.

4. The ALJ properly discounted the alleged intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of Frederick's

symptoms because his statements were not fully consistent with the medical and other evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The scope of the Court’s review of the ALJ’s decision is “quite limited.”” (at 8)

“The Step Two inquiry thus operates as “a de minimis screening device to dispose of groundless claims.”” (at
11)

“The Court concludes that Judge Mastrangelo’s evaluation of Dr. Peeples’ medical opinions was supported
by substantial evidence and provided “sufficient information to understand the ALJ’s basis for rejection.”” (at
15-16)

“Thus, Judge Mastrangelo’s conclusion that Frederick’s subjective complaints were inconsistent with the

record is supported by substantial evidence.” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Frederick alleged disability based on numerous physical and mental impairments, including asthma, obesity,
depressive disorder, anxiety, PTSD, bipolar disorder, hearing impairment, migraines, immunoglobulin A
deficiency, and chronic fatigue syndrome. The ALJ found seven severe impairments, but determined that

migraines were non-severe and that chronic fatigue syndrome, pseudodementia, autism spectrum disorder,



obsessive-compulsive disorder, and immunoglobulin A deficiency were either not medically determinable or not
separately severe. The ALJ nevertheless considered the symptoms and related medical evidence in determining
that Frederick retained the residual functional capacity for medium work with environmental, social, and
cognitive restrictions. Relying on vocational-expert testimony, the ALJ concluded that Frederick could perform

jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Frederick applied for disability insurance benefits in May 2022, alleging disability beginning January 1, 2017.
The Administration denied the application initially and on reconsideration. After a February 2024 hearing, the
ALJ found Frederick not disabled, and the Appeals Council denied review. Frederick then sought judicial review

in the District of New Jersey; the court affirmed the Commissioner's decision without oral argument.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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