UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Tiffany S. W. v. Frank Bisignano, Acting Commissioner of Social

Security

Tiffany S. W. - No. 2:24-cv-10656 (BRM) - Decided January 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey reviewed Tiffany S. W.’s appeal from

the Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of Disability Insurance Benefits. The court held that the

Administrative Law Judge adequately evaluated the evidence, developed the record, assessed the

claimant’s past relevant work and impairments, and supported the decision with substantial evidence.

The court denied the appeal and affirmed the Commissioner’s decision.

CASE DETAILS
COURT
WRITING FOR THE COURT
JURISDICTION
DECIDED
DOCKET
DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

TOPICS

judicial review of agency action

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
Brian R. Martinotti

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey
January 12, 2026

2:24-cv-10656 (BRM)

affirmed

Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the
Commissioner of Social Security's final decision denying her

application for Disability Insurance Benefits.

The court reviews legal issues plenarily and reviews factual findings to
determine whether they are supported by substantial evidence. The
court may not reweigh the evidence or substitute its own factual

determinations for those of the ALJ.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to evaluate a chiropractor's treatment plan as a medical opinion.

2. Whether the ALJ's categorization of Plaintiff's past work and finding that she could perform past

relevant work were supported by substantial evidence.

3. Whether the ALJ adequately developed and considered the record concerning Plaintiff's obesity,

hypertension, anxiety, and depression.

4. Whether the ALJ erred by declining to fully credit Plaintiff's testimony concerning her functional

limitations.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not err by declining to evaluate the chiropractor's prognosis and treatment plan as a medical
opinion because a chiropractor is not an acceptable medical source and the submission did not assess

what Plaintiff could still do despite her impairments.

2. The ALJ's categorization of Plaintiff's prior work and determination that she could perform past relevant

work were supported by substantial evidence.

3. The ALJ adequately developed and considered the record concerning Plaintiff's obesity, hypertension,
anxiety, and depression and was not required to obtain an outside expert opinion regarding each fact

incorporated into the RFC determination.

4. The ALJ did not err by declining to fully credit Plaintiff's testimony because the ALJ considered the

testimony and explained that it was not entirely consistent with the medical and other evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts are not permitted to re-weigh the evidence or impose their own factual determinations.” (Section II)

“The ALJ can only assess impairments the claimant testifies they have, and only to the extent the claimant

actually provides evidence of their nature and severity.” (Section IV.C)

“An ALJ “is entitled to reject a claimant’s testimony if he finds they lack credibility,” so long as their decision
on that front “contain[s] a thorough discussion and analysis of the objective medical and the other
evidence.”” (Section IV.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based on spinal, shoulder, pain, neurological, obesity, anxiety, and depressive
conditions. The ALJ found several physical impairments severe, but found obesity, hypertension, anxiety, and
depression nonsevere or minimally limiting. The ALJ determined Plaintiff retained the residual functional

capacity for light work with postural and manipulative limitations and could perform several past relevant jobs.



The district court found the ALJ adequately considered the chiropractor's treatment plan, Plaintiff's work history,

obesity and mental-health evidence, and testimony regarding functional limitations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for Disability Insurance Benefits on October 29, 2021, alleging disability beginning May 1,
2021. After a hearing, the administrative law judge found her not disabled on January 29, 2024. The Appeals
Council denied review on September 23, 2024. The district court denied Plaintiff's appeal and affirmed the

Commissioner's decision.
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