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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado reviewed the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of T.B.W.’s application for supplemental security income. The court held that the
ALJ adequately evaluated the claimant’s migraines, including whether they medically equaled Listing
11.02 and the consistency of the claimant’s symptom statements with the record. The court affirmed
the Commissioner’s decision.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying her application for
supplemental security income under Title XVI of the Social Security
Act. The parties consented to proceed before the magistrate judge for
all proceedings and entry of final judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews whether the Commissioner applied the correct legal
standards and whether the factual findings are supported by substantial
evidence. The court may not reweigh the evidence or substitute its
judgment for the Commissioner's.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive value only
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PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security administrative law disability benefits

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the administrative law judge adequately explained the conclusion that Plaintiff's migraines did
not meet or medically equal Listing 11.02.

2. Whether the administrative law judge properly evaluated Plaintiff's statements concerning the intensity,
persistence, and limiting effects of her migraine symptoms.

HOLDINGS

1. The administrative law judge did not err in determining that Plaintiff's migraines did not meet or
medically equal Listing 11.02 because the record contained no evidence of the altered consciousness
required for dyscognitive seizures under Listing 11.02B.

2. The administrative law judge properly evaluated Plaintiff's statements about the limiting effects of her
migraines and reasonably found that the medical and other evidence did not support the degree of
limitation alleged.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But these assertions do not demonstrate that the migraines caused an altered consciousness, nor is there any
evidence of such in the record.” (III.A)

“The possibility of drawing two inconsistent conclusions from the evidence does not prevent an administrative
agency’s findings from being supported by substantial evidence.” (III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on numerous conditions, including migraines, fibromyalgia, diabetes,
depression, anxiety, cervical degenerative spondylosis, and other impairments. The administrative law judge
found migraines to be a severe impairment but determined that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity
for light work with physical, environmental, and mental limitations, including the use of room-darkening glasses
in bright environments. Plaintiff reported frequent, severe migraines, but the record also reflected some
improvement with medication and no evidence that the migraines caused altered consciousness. The
administrative law judge denied benefits at step five based on vocational-expert testimony that Plaintiff could
perform several jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for supplemental security income on September 19, 2022. The application was denied initially
and on reconsideration. After a hearing, the administrative law judge denied benefits on December 17, 2024, and
the Appeals Council denied review on July 1, 2025. Plaintiff filed this action on August 29, 2025, and the district
court affirmed the Commissioner's decision.
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