UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA

Micheal J. B. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Micheal J. B. - No. 4:24-cv-00496-MTS - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma reviewed the Commissioner of

Social Security’s denial of Micheal J. B.’s application for disability insurance benefits. The court held

that the administrative law judge properly evaluated the medical opinion evidence and the claimant’s

subjective symptoms, and that the decision was supported by substantial evidence. The court affirmed

the Commissioner’s decision on March 31, 2026.
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4:24-cv-00496-MTS

affirmed

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner of Social Security's denial of Title II disability

insurance benefits.

The court reviewed whether the Commissioner applied the correct
legal standards and whether the decision was supported by substantial
evidence. Substantial evidence means more than a scintilla but less
than a preponderance, and the court may not reweigh the evidence or

substitute its judgment for the Commissioner's.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the supportability and consistency of Dr. Leslie Chan's medical
opinion under 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520c and 416.920c.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of Plaintiff's
subjective symptoms under SSR 16-3p and 20 C.F.R. § 404.1529.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ applied the correct legal standards and adequately articulated the supportability and consistency

reasons for finding Dr. Chan's opinion unpersuasive.
2. The ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective symptoms, and substantial evidence supported the

finding that the alleged intensity, persistence, and limiting effects of those symptoms were inconsistent

with the record.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the nature, scope, and findings from the longitudinal treatment records do not support the intensity or

persistence of his subjective allegations.” (R. 529)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff applied for Title II disability insurance benefits, alleging disability from spinal stenosis, degenerative
disc disease, a herniated disc, ankylosing spondylitis, knee and leg pain, and hand symptoms. He had no past
relevant work, and the ALJ found severe degenerative disc disease, degenerative joint disease of the knee, and
obesity. The ALJ found that Plaintiff retained the residual functional capacity for limited light work and could
perform jobs including information clerk, furniture rental clerk, and marker. Plaintiff challenged the ALJ's

evaluation of his treating physician's opinion and his subjective symptom statements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff's application for disability insurance benefits was denied initially and on reconsideration. After a
hearing, an ALJ denied benefits on August 31, 2022, and the Appeals Council denied review. The district court
previously granted an unopposed motion to reverse and remand for further proceedings, after which the Appeals
Council remanded the matter and the ALJ again denied benefits on June 25, 2024. The Appeals Council did not

assume jurisdiction, making the ALJ's second decision final, and the district court affirmed it.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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