UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MONTANA,
BILLINGS DIVISION
Novaleta M. Eubanks v. Frank J. Bisignano, Commissioner of Social

Security

Eubanks - No. CV 25-35-BLG-TJC - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Montana reviews the denial of Novaleta M.
Eubanks’s claims for Social Security disability insurance and supplemental security income benefits.
The court concludes that the ALJ’s decision was not supported by substantial evidence in evaluating

the Listing 12.04 criteria and reverses and remands for further administrative proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought judicial review under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) of the

Commissioner's final decision denying disability insurance benefits
and supplemental security income. Plaintiff moved for summary
judgment seeking reversal and an award of benefits or, alternatively,

remand for further administrative proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court must affirm the Commissioner's decision unless it is
unsupported by substantial evidence or based on legal error. The court
must uphold an administrative decision when the evidence is
susceptible to more than one rational interpretation supporting the
ALJ, but must set the decision aside when the ALJ fails to apply the
proper legal standards. The court reviews only the reasons asserted by

the ALJ and may not supply post hoc rationales.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; unknown precedential status
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the ALJ properly evaluated the paragraph A, B, and C criteria for Listings 12.04 and 12.06 at
step three.

. Whether the ALJ provided specific, clear, and convincing reasons for discounting Plaintiff's subjective

symptom testimony.

. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination considered all relevant, documented

impairments and limitations.

. Whether the ALJ was required to analyze Dr. Alan Bauer's statement that employment was not

recommended under 20 C.F.R. § 416.920c.

. Whether the vocational expert's testimony supported the step-five finding when the hypothetical did not

include all limitations supported by the record.

. Whether the case should be remanded for further proceedings or benefits should be awarded.

HOLDINGS

1.

The ALJ erred by failing to identify which portions of Plaintiff's testimony were rejected and to link
those portions to specific evidence; the generalized findings therefore did not satisfy the specific, clear,

and convincing-reasons standard.

. The ALJ erred by failing to address several documented impairments and limitations, including panic

attacks, low energy, and nausea, in the RFC analysis or explain why they were excluded.

. The step-five determination was not supported by substantial evidence because the hypothetical relied

on by the ALJ did not adequately account for all limitations supported by the record.

. Remand for further administrative proceedings, rather than an immediate award of benefits, was

appropriate.

. The ALJ did not err by declining to analyze Dr. Bauer's statement that employment was not

recommended because statements on whether a claimant is capable of work are reserved to the
Commissioner and are neither valuable nor persuasive on disability.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Here, the ALJ’s decision failed to specify which of Plaintiff’s statements about her limitations were found not

to be credible, and failed to connect those statements to specific evidence.” (discussion section [V.B)

“The ALJ’s failure to either incorporate into the RFC or properly discount from the RFC the full extent of

Plaintiff’s limitations potentially affected the ultimate disability determination.” (discussion section IV.C)

“IT IS ORDERED that the Commissioner’s decision be REVERSED, and this matter be REMANDED
pursuant to sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(qg) for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.”

(conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability based principally on depressive and anxiety disorders, as well as migraines, polycystic
ovarian syndrome, fatigue, panic attacks, nausea, and other symptoms. The ALJ found depressive and anxiety
disorders severe, other physical impairments including obesity and migraines non-severe, and assessed an RFC
for work at all exertional levels with simple, repetitive tasks and no more than occasional interaction with others.
The ALJ found Plaintiff unable to perform past relevant work but capable of performing other work existing in

significant numbers in the national economy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff applied for supplemental security income on June 14, 2019. After a November 29, 2023 hearing, the
ALJ issued a decision on June 5, 2024, finding Plaintiff not disabled; the Appeals Council denied review.

Plaintiff then filed this action, and the court reversed and remanded for further proceedings under sentence four
of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reassess Plaintiff's RFC based on all relevant evidence, reconsider Plaintiff's credibility or subjective symptom
testimony, and reassess whether Plaintiff can perform other work in the national economy using a vocational-
expert hypothetical that incorporates all limitations supported by the record.
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