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Plaintiff-Appellant Kevin W. Shilts appeals the district court’s decision to
remand his claim for disability and supplemental social security benefits for further
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administrative proceedings rather than for an immediate payment of benefits. We
have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.1
Under this Circuit’s “credit-as-true” rule, evidence should be credited as true
and an action remanded for an immediate award of benefits only if: “(1) the ALJ
failed to provide legally sufficient reasons for rejecting the evidence; (2) there are
no outstanding issues that must be resolved before a determination of disability can
be made; and (3) it is clear from the record that the ALJ would be required to find
the claimant disabled were such evidence credited.” Benecke v. Barnhart, 379
F.3d 587, 593 (9th Cir. 2004) (citations omitted).
In the present case, the district court’s decision reveals that there are
outstanding issues that still need to be resolved with respect to Shilts’ allegations
of agoraphobia and the availability of other options that would not require him “to
go home and clean himself” each time he uses the bathroom. A remand for further
administrative proceedings was therefore appropriate. See id. (“Remand for further
administrative proceedings is appropriate if enhancement of the record would be
useful.” (citing Harman v. Apfel, 211 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2000))).
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Because the parties are familiar with the facts and procedural history, we
do not restate them here except as necessary to explain our disposition.
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Similarly, it is not clear from the record that the ALJ would be required to
find Shilts disabled even if his testimony about not being able to clean himself is
credited. Rather, a determination upon remand that other options are available to
accommodate Shilts’ condition might change the vocational expert’s conclusion
that there are no jobs in the national economy that Shilts can perform.
Accordingly, because there are “sufficient unanswered questions in the record,”
the district court’s determination to remand the case for further proceedings was not
an abuse of discretion. See Harman, 211 F.3d at 1180.
AFFIRMED.
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