UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

ARKANSAS, DELTA DIVISION

Gary Pace v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner, Social Security

Administration

Pace - No. 2:25-CV-00069-DPM-BBM - Decided February 4, 2026

SUMMARY

This Recommended Disposition addresses Gary Pace’s challenge to the Commissioner of the Social

Security Administration’s denial of disability benefits. The court concludes that substantial evidence

supports the ALJ’s residual functional capacity determination and that the ALJ properly considered

Pace’s postictal symptoms, the medical-opinion evidence, and the narrative RFC requirements. It

recommends affirming the Commissioner’s decision and entering judgment for the Defendant.
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affirmed

Pace sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the

Commissioner's final decision denying Title II disability benefits. The
magistrate judge issued a Recommended Disposition advising that the
Commissioner's decision be affirmed and that judgment be entered for

the defendant.

The court reviewed whether the ALJ's decision was supported by
substantial evidence on the record as a whole and whether the ALJ
committed legal error. Substantial evidence means more than a mere
scintilla and is evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion; the court also considered evidence

that fairly detracted from the Commissioner's decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported the RFC despite Pace's alleged postictal symptoms and asserted

need for two to three days of recovery after seizures.

2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the persuasiveness of treating neurologist Dr. Bashir Shihabuddin's

medical opinions under the applicable regulations.

3. Whether the ALJ satisfied Social Security Ruling 96-8p by providing a narrative discussion explaining
the evidence supporting the RFC.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ properly considered Pace's alleged postictal symptoms and reasonably rejected additional RFC
limitations based on the infrequency of seizures, the medical observations following seizure episodes,

and the lack of evidence supporting prolonged postictal impairment.

2. The ALJ properly evaluated the medical-opinion evidence and reasonably found Dr. Shihabuddin's
opinion unpersuasive to the extent it did not establish greater exertional limitations than those included
in the RFC.

3. The ALJ satisfied the narrative-discussion requirement by explaining the evidentiary basis for the RFC,

including the treatment records, medical opinions, and Pace's statements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Substantial evidence is that which a ‘reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion,’

whereas substantial evidence on the record as a whole entails ‘a more scrutinizing analysis.’” (Section I11.A)

“The neurologist’s use of the term “extreme” indicates that Pace could sustain normal amounts of physical
stress (such as light work), especially considering that, in the same assessment, Dr. Shihabuddin did not limit

Pace in walking, standing, sitting, lifting, or carrying.” (Section 111.C.2)

“Substantial evidence supports the Commissioner’s decision that Pace was not disabled.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pace alleged disability based principally on a seizure disorder, along with diabetes mellitus, headaches, and sleep

apnea. He experienced several documented seizure episodes between 2020 and 2023, with some postictal



confusion and other symptoms, but examinations after later episodes generally showed alertness, normal gait,
normal strength, and no significant neurological deficits. His treating neurologist recommended seizure-related
postural and environmental precautions and stated that Pace should avoid extreme physical stress, while also
indicating that his ability to stand, walk, sit, lift, and carry was unaffected. The ALJ determined that Pace could

perform light work with substantial seizure-related restrictions and could perform his past relevant work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pace applied for Title II disability benefits, alleging disability beginning August 14, 2020. His claim was denied
initially and on reconsideration; after a hearing, an administrative law judge found him not disabled on May 14,
2024. The Appeals Council denied review on March 14, 2025, making the ALJ's decision the Commissioner's

final decision. Pace then filed this action for judicial review, and the magistrate judge recommended affirmance.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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