UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Wendy Woehrmann v. Frank J. Bisignano, Commissioner of Social

Security

No. 4:24-cv-1340-RHH (E.D. Mo. Mar. 27, 2026) - No. No. 4:24-cv-1340-RHH - Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The court reverses and remands the Commissioner of Social Security’s denial of Wendy Woehrmann’s

application for Disability Insurance Benefits. The court holds that the administrative law judge did not

adequately explain the supportability and consistency of the medical opinion evidence as required by

20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c. The court does not reach Woehrmann’s remaining arguments.
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Appeal under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) from the Commissioner of Social
Security's denial of Disability Insurance Benefits. The parties

consented to magistrate-judge jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c).

The court must affirm if the Commissioner's decision complies with
applicable legal requirements and is supported by substantial evidence
in the record as a whole. The court considers evidence supporting and
detracting from the decision, but does not reweigh the evidence or
substitute its judgment for the ALJ's credibility determinations when
those determinations are supported by good reasons and substantial

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ adequately evaluated the supportability and consistency of the medical opinions and
prior administrative medical findings under 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c.

2. Whether the ALJ's failure to independently explain the supportability and consistency of the medical

opinions constituted reversible error.

3. Whether the case should be remanded for reconsideration of the medical opinion evidence rather than

for an immediate award of benefits.

HOLDINGS

1. The ALJ erred by failing to explain adequately how the medical opinions and prior administrative
medical findings were supported by objective evidence and consistent with the record, as required by 20
C.ER. § 404.1520c(b)(2).

2. The ALJ may not formulate an RFC and then assess medical opinions merely by whether they support
that preexisting RFC; the ALJ must independently evaluate the medical opinions before formulating the
RFC.

3. The appropriate remedy was reversal and remand for further administrative proceedings and
reconsideration of the medical opinion evidence, rather than an immediate award of benefits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ALJ’s mere summary of certain medical records does not constitute an explanation of the degree to

which this objective medical evidence supports the medical opinions expressed.” (Section V.A.)

“In order to properly evaluate the medical opinion evidence, the requlations direct the ALJ to specifically

address the supportability of the medical opinion itself, not the supportability of the RFC.” (Section V.A.)

“Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that pursuant to sentence four of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), the decision of
the Commissioner is REVERSED, and this cause is REMANDED to the Commissioner for further

consideration consistent with this opinion.” (Section VI)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wendy Woehrmann alleged disability based on physical and mental conditions including residual effects of
breast-cancer treatment, pain, headaches, depression, anxiety, cognitive dysfunction, and COPD. The ALJ found
severe impairments consisting of depression, anxiety, headaches, residual effects from right-breast-cancer
treatment, and COPD, and determined that Woehrmann retained the residual functional capacity for restricted

light work. The ALJ concluded that she could not perform past relevant work but could perform other jobs



existing in significant numbers in the national economy. The district court focused on the ALJ's treatment of the

medical opinions concerning Woehrmann's physical and mental limitations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Woehrmann applied for Disability Insurance Benefits in April 2019, alleging disability beginning November 10,
2018. The application was denied initially and on reconsideration. Following an administrative hearing, the ALJ
determined that Woehrmann was not disabled through December 31, 2021. The Appeals Council denied review
on August 27, 2024. The district court reversed the Commissioner's decision and remanded under sentence four

of 42 U.S.C. § 405(g) because the ALJ inadequately evaluated the medical opinion evidence.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commissioner must reconsider the claim and fully evaluate and explain the supportability and consistency
of all medical opinion evidence in accordance with 20 C.F.R. § 404.1520c. The court did not reach Woehrmann's

remaining arguments concerning the physical RFC and evaluation of pain and other subjective reports.
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