UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Dawn Gohn v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Case No. 4:24-CV-01589-NCC (E.D. Mo. Mar. 31, 2026) - No. 4:24-CV-01589-NCC - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri reviews the denial of Dawn

Gohn'’s application for Disability Insurance Benefits. The court concludes that the administrative law

judge failed to fully and fairly develop the record and remands the matter for further proceedings,

while finding no reversible error in the step-two treatment of fibromyalgia.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ erred by failing to find fibromyalgia a severe impairment at step two of the sequential

evaluation.

2. Whether the ALJ failed to fully and fairly develop the record concerning Gohn's functional limitations

from plantar fasciitis.

3. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity assessment was supported by substantial evidence,

particularly the six-hour standing and walking limitation.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ did not commit reversible error by failing to identify fibromyalgia as a severe impairment. The
record contained insufficient evidence to establish fibromyalgia as a medically determinable impairment
under SSR 12-2p, and any step-two error was harmless because the ALJ proceeded through the
sequential evaluation and considered the claimant's pain and symptoms in assessing the other

impairments.

2. The ALJ failed to fully and fairly develop the record regarding the functional limitations imposed by
Gohn's plantar fasciitis.

3. The RFC assessment was not supported by substantial evidence because the record did not adequately
support the conclusion that Gohn could stand or walk for approximately six hours in an eight-hour

workday.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The fatal flaw is that the ALJ’s assessment is not supported by this opinion evidence, because the ALJ

determined these opinions were unpersuasive.” (Section [V.B)

“The Court concludes “the absence of evidence to suggest the accuracy or propriety of the 6-hour limitation
demonstrates that the ALJ did not fulfill the duty to fully develop the record.”” (Section IV.B)

“Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this action is REVERSED AND REMANDED to the
Commissioner pursuant to Sentence Four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) for further consideration in accordance with

this Memorandum and Order.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gohn alleged disability beginning January 1, 2020, based principally on degenerative disc disease and plantar
fasciitis. The ALJ found those conditions severe, assessed a residual functional capacity for light work with
additional limitations, and determined that Gohn could perform jobs such as marker, router, and routing clerk.
The administrative record contained persistent complaints of bilateral foot pain and evidence of plantar fasciitis,
but no reliable medical evidence specifically supporting the ALJ's conclusion that Gohn could stand or walk for

approximately six hours in an eight-hour workday.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gohn protectively filed for Disability Insurance Benefits on April 26, 2022. The claims were initially denied and
denied again on reconsideration. Following an administrative hearing, the ALJ found Gohn not disabled on
November 27, 2023, and the Appeals Council denied review on October 8, 2024. The district court concluded
that the ALJ failed to fully and fairly develop the record concerning the functional limitations caused by plantar
fasciitis and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must more fully develop and evaluate the record concerning the functional limitations
imposed by plantar fasciitis. The Commissioner should obtain and provide the parties an opportunity to submit
medical evidence addressing Gohn's ability to function in the workplace, which may include contacting health-
care providers to clarify her limitations and restrictions. After receiving additional evidence, the ALJ must
reconsider the record as a whole, reassess the RFC, and explain how the evidence supports each RFC

conclusion.
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