UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, CENTRAL DIVISION

E.W. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

E.W. v. Bisignano - No. 5:25-cv-00017-GFVT - Decided February 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky reviewed the denial of E.W.’s
claim for Disability Insurance Benefits under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). The court held that the

administrative law judge’s evaluation of E.W.’s residual functional capacity and subjective symptom

statements was supported by substantial evidence. The court denied E.W.’s motion for summary

judgment, granted the Commissioner’s motion, and directed entry of judgment for the Commissioner.
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Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner's final decision denying Disability Insurance Benefits.

The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment.

The court reviews the Commissioner's decision to determine whether
it is supported by substantial evidence and whether the correct legal
standards were applied. The court may not conduct de novo review,
resolve evidentiary conflicts, or make credibility determinations, and
must affirm when substantial evidence supports the decision even if
the evidence could support a contrary conclusion.
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civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

Social Security disability =~ administrative law  federal civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated E.W.'s statements concerning the intensity, persistence, and
limiting effects of his symptoms under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529.

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

conclusion that E.W. was not disabled.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ adequately explained why E.W.'s statements concerning the intensity, persistence, and limiting

effects of his symptoms were not entirely consistent with the medical and other evidence.

2. Substantial evidence supported the ALJ's finding that E.W.'s subjective statements were not entirely

consistent with the record and supported the determination that E.W. was not disabled.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Substantial evidence” is “more than a scintilla of evidence but less than a preponderance; it is such

relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”” (at 286)

“The substantial evidence standard “presupposes that there is a zone of choice within which [administrative]

decisionmakers can go either way, without interference by the courts.”” (at 545)

“sufficient to enable a reviewing court to create a logical bridge between the evidence and the result.” (at 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

E.W. alleged disability based principally on physical impairments including gout, Morton's neuroma, a pituitary-
gland neoplasm, hypothyroidism, and obesity. The ALJ found that these impairments were severe but did not
meet or equal a listed impairment, and assessed a residual functional capacity for medium work with additional
postural, manipulative, environmental, and safety restrictions. Although E.W. could not perform his past relevant
work, the ALJ found that he could perform several jobs existing in significant numbers in the national economy.
In reviewing E.W.'s subjective symptom allegations, the court relied on evidence that foot pain improved by
ninety percent after a steroid injection, that E.W. performed household chores, drove, and grocery-shopped, and

that he had not been prescribed pain medication.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

E.W. applied for Disability Insurance Benefits, alleging disability beginning June 27, 2022. The claim was

denied initially and on reconsideration; an administrative law judge denied benefits after a September 18, 2023



hearing, and the Appeals Council denied review. E.W. then filed this action, and the district court denied his

motion for summary judgment, granted the Commissioner's motion, and entered judgment for the Commissioner.
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